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Abstract 

Employee behavior is the most pivotal point of many research studies because it is closely 

connected with the issue of organization performance. The purpose of this study was to 

testify the variable that affects employee behavior, which in turn culminates into 

organizational productivity; special emphasis was placed on the investigation of the role of 

performance based pay as a moderating variable in enhancing the performance of individual 

and organizational productivity. The study focus was to determine the change in the 

organizational productivity (if any) when the performance based pay has been introduced in 

these selected organizations. Based on the nature of research, this study fits in descriptive and 

correlative research design, followed survey strategy and deductive approach, where the 

study intends to examine the relationship of variables and its effect. The study used 

quantitative data, which was collected through questionnaires using five likert scales, which 

was measured in terms of numerics and statistics. Total employees working in these 

organizations are 1821, including 355 management and 1466 other employees, 962 close 

ended questionnaires were distributed in selected firms for response and 855 responded. 

Regression Analysis was performed to check the effect of “X” on “Y”, “M” on “Y” and XM 

on Y for moderation. In Life Insurance Firms and private sector banks, the study find 

significant effect of employee behavior on organizational productivity, significant effect of 

performance based pay on the organizational productivity and moderation of performance 

based pay between employee behavior and organizational productivity. Further the research 

found a significant effect of employee behavior on organizational productivity, significant 

effect of performance based pay on the organizational productivity and no moderation of 

performance based pay between employees’ behavior and organizational productivity in case 

of Public Sector Banks. The study was conducted in the Peshawar market only, the findings 

of the study should not be generalized on other firms in the other parts of the country. This 

study will help the bankers and insurance firms to best understand the phenomena and 

enhance productivity, while introducing performance based pay in their organizations. The 

study discussed the future implications on the gap identified for researchers to conduct study 

in future. The study contributes to the field of knowledge, by addressing the issue of 

performance based pay and its effects on employee workplace behavior and organizational 



xiv 
 

productivity. Second this study also contributes by evaluating the effect of PBP as 

moderating variable on EWB and OP. 

Keywords: OCB, Commitment, Justice, Motivation, Reward, Incentives, Satisfaction, 

Productivity, Performance 
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Chapter One 

Introduction 

 

Organizations are always interested in increasing their productivity as resources 

especially human resource are always scare. Frederic W. Taylor conducted pioneering 

experiments on increasing the productivity when he emphasized on the most efficient way of 

doing work and introduced piece-rate-pay (Tayler, 1911). Scholars have measured 

organizational productivity differently; however profitability was used by all. For example 

Robbinson (1995) measure performance with ten measures, namely, alteration in sales, sales 

level, return on sales, return on invested capital, return on equity, return on assets, net profit, 

earning before income tax, earning multiples and shareholder value created. He found out 

that return on stakeholder was the most power full of the ten measures. Waiyaki,(2017) 

measured the performance of the organization by three outcomes i.e., financial performance 

(which include profit, return on asset, return on investment etc.), Product market performance 

(which includes sales, market share etc.) and shareholder return (which include total 

shareholder return, economic value added etc.). Alrawabdhi (2014) measured productivity 

with 8 indicators of sales, market share, profit, demand, decision making, efficiency and 

customer satisfaction. 

Employee’s workplace behavior plays an important role in organizational 

productivity. When the needs of the employees are properly addressed they become satisfied, 

committed, and motivated to perform beneficial behaviors such as organizational citizenship 

behaviors which ultimately contribute towards organizational productivity (Emeka, Amaka, 

& Ejim, 2015). Some famous need based motivational theories such as Maslow’s hierarchy 

of needs (1943), Alderfer’s ERG (1969) and Herzberg’s two factor theory (1959) had 

identified important needs for change in attitudes, behaviors and productivity. Among these 

the most important one is Herzberg’s motivation hygiene theory as it laid the foundations of 

job designing techniques and human relations movement. Herzberg study concluded that if 

hygiene factors such as company policies, relationship with peers, job security, pay and 

working conditions are properly addressed the employees will not be dissatisfied and will 

continue with the organization. However in order to motivate employees the organization 
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also must address motivators such as achievement, advancement, work itself, and 

recognition. All these needs, if properly fulfilled, will improve employee workplace behavior 

and productivity (Hossain & Hossain, 2012). Among other hygiene factors pay holds a 

special place as it satisfies basic needs of survival as well as higher level needs of 

achievement and status and is a great source of encouragement for better performance (Locke 

& Latham, 2004). For obvious reasons, satisfaction with pay and especially pay for 

performance are found related to individual performance and organizational productivity 

(Channar, Talreja, & Bai, 2015; Sturman, Cheramie, & Cashen, 2005). It seems obvious that 

in order to increase organizational productivity pay in relation to performance must be 

increased (Economic Policy Institution, 2018)  

Another important contributor towards productivity is the presence of equity or 

justice in the organizational environment. Adam’s equity theory of work motivation opines 

that employees’ motivation and behavior depend upon comparison of their personal efforts 

and rewards with that of others and are motivated to increase or decrease their efforts to 

equal others (Adam, 1965). Equity theory has now grown into theory of organizational 

justice. This means that perception of justice among employees is very important for 

developing positive attitudes, behaviors and improving productivity. For example 

Nwochukwu (1994) reported that due to inequality in pay the productivity among Nigerian 

workers is far less than other countries (Ni & Van, 2015). 

In addition organizational commitment is an important attitude that is related to 

organizational productivity. Pandey and Khare (2012) considered commitment as “employee 

loyalty”. Tolentino (2013) believes that an employee’s loyalty is reflected by his constant 

efforts to stay in organization and his agreement with organizational values. When an 

employee is emotionally attached to his organization he will not leave the organization, will 

align with the objectives of the organization and will diligently and selflessly strive for their 

achievement. This will eventually improve organizational productivity. For instance 

organizational commitment was found related to organizational productivity in Indian auto 

component industry (Dixit & Bhati, 2012) 

 

Past studies have shown that another predictor of organizational productivity is 

organizational Citizenship Behavior (OCB). OCB is defined by Organ (1988) as “individual 
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behavior that is discretionary, not directly or explicitly recognized by the formal reward 

system, and that in the aggregate promotes the effective functioning of the organization” 

(p.4). Subsequently in 1997, he refined his definition regarding OCB as “performance that 

supports the social and psychological environment in which task performance takes place” 

(p. 95). Lambert (2006) defined OCB as “behavior that (a) goes beyond the basic 

requirements of the job, (b) is to a large extent discretionary, and (c) is of benefit to the 

organization” (p.503). Robbins (2015) noted that OCB are tasks performed by the employees 

which are not a part of their job responsibilities. OCB increases organizational productivity 

(Chekole, 2016). It is related to organizational productivity such as quality and quantity of 

production, reduced manufacturing costs, and revenues (Podsakoff et al., 2009). “OCB 

explained approximately 20% of the variance in store profitability” (Ehrhart, 2004 p.64). 

Chelagat, Chepkwony, and Kemboi (2015) in their study reported that unselfish devotion to 

the welfare of employees and being courteous to them increased their performance. They 

emphasized that OCB can play a vital role in enhancing employee’s performance and 

organizational productivity.  

It is clear that Herzberg’s hygiene and motivators, perception of organizational 

justice, the attitude of commitment and OCB are important predictors of organizational 

productivity the current study integrated all the variables under a single head employee work 

place behavior.   

1.1 Background of the Study 

The concept of performance based pay was introduced by Frederick W. Taylor to 

improve productivity. Performance based pay can be used for individual employee such as 

piece rate or for a whole unit or team such as gain sharing or profit sharing. PBP can have 

positive effects on individual and organizational productivity because it induces workers to 

exert at high energy level due to reinforcement and expectation of reward as employee’s 

behavior is regulated by the likely consequences (Lazear 2004). The famous Thorndike’slaw 

of effect states that behaviors that are reinforced and followed by the positive consequences 

are repeated and behaviors that are associated with displeasure are given up.  Hence hard 

work linked to rewards will be repeated again (Dessler, 2005; Jones & George 2007).  The 

expectation of the employees is tied with the performance or work they do, therefore 
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organizations need to accurately measure and reward the performance of the employees 

(Mallaiah, 2009).   

 PBP such as Piece rate can also be used in hiring new employee as it can be utilized 

as a scrutinizing tool to select most competent workers (Lazear, 2004). Human resource or 

workforce is core asset for any organization. Huge cost occurs on hiring employees for 

organization. To achieve organizational goals, organization needs competent, satisfied, 

committed, loyal and motivated employees. Economists on the other side, based on marginal 

productivity, have a view that additional unit produced by employee reduces marginal costs 

of production which contribute to reduction in overall costs, allow more employment(as cost 

per-employee- reduces) and contribute to profitability (Sauermann, 2016).  

 The introduction of PBP only increases wages by 5-6 percent (Armuedo-Dorantes & 

Mach, 2003) whereas it increased the productivity up to 40 percent (Lazear, 2000). However 

it varies from firm to firm and country to country. For example the introduction of profit 

sharing in US organizations is linked to an increase of 2.8–3.5 (Kruse, 1992). Wage changes 

in small amount and regular intervals leads to greater satisfaction, and motivation of 

employees (Diriwächter &Shvartsman, 2018). In Dutch firms PBP increased productivity by 

9 percent and increased employment by 5 percent (Gielen, Kerkhofs, & Van Ours, 2010). A 

recent study found that that the introduction of collective performance based pay increase the 

productivity by 3 to 5 percent. However it decreases as the time passes. And there is a strong 

role of collective bargaining agent in the process (Lucifora, & Origo, (2015).  

It was reported in Japan that revenue-based compensation plans lead to an increase in 

the research and development productivity, especially in small firms (Onishi, 2013). In India 

a large experiment extending over 5 years was conducted involving 300 public primary 

schools of Andhra Pradesh state in India to check the effects of individual and group 

performance based pay program on teacher productivity and school performance. It was 

found that student who completely their programs under this program out classed their 

control group colleagues in language and math tests. It was also found that individual 

incentive plan worked better than group incentive (Muralidharan, 2012).   

Often productive workers report more willing for performance based pay than their 

counterparts who favor fix pay. Ambitious employees having high self-esteem such as high 

academic achievers can be motivated and retained with performance based pay. For example 
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in Pakistan, teachers who had higher qualifications like PhD were more inclined towards 

performance based pay than others (Sarwar, Aftab, Arif, & Naeem (2014).  The 

implementation of performance based pay has significantly improved the performance of a 

university in Pakistan. For its academic professionals, it’s mandatory to produce 

predetermined number of research papers for professors, associate professors and assistant 

professors. This resulted in achievement of prominent position in research productivity 

nationally and internationally (Rafiq, Sarwar, Naqvi, & Imran, 2016).  

 

Although performance based pay carries positive consequences for productivity it 

does not always increase productivity. Multiple studies were conducted on performance 

based pay in last few decades with conflicting results. Performance based pay was criticized 

by various researchers that it has a negative effect and short term effects on employees’ 

behavior (motivation). It was observed that the role of PBP in employees motivation, 

commitment, creativity, and satisfaction was conflicting and a clear picture can’t be drawn 

weather PBP has a positive or negative effect on employees’ motivation and behavior. 

(Nalbantian, Adkins & Levine, 2014). In case of teamwork, one can take a free ride as 

individual performance is not measured. It is one of the reasons that individual based 

performance pay works better that group based incentive (Muralidharan, 2012). Similarly 

when employees have to do many tasks they will carry out only those which are being 

rewarded and will shun others (Gielen, Kerkhofs, & Van Ours, 2010). 

 

Performance based pay needs accurate performance appraisal otherwise it may lead to 

de-motivation. (Nalbantian, Adkins & Levine, 2014).Other important factors which are 

hindrance in the acceptance of PBP and productivity relationship is the involvement of 

technology and training (Irfan, 2008).  There are even more reasons which can explain 

specific productivity for example, Bangladesh is one of the largest exporter of garments in 

the world. The main contributors to the productivity of Bangladesh’s garments industry is 

their large scale industries, involvement of world’s largest female work force, low wages, 

and ineffective implementation of labor laws (Ahmed, 2004).Within Pakistani context tenure 

track system was introduced in 2004 to link performance with pay. The program faced tough 
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resistance by different quarters and even after the passage of many years this program is nor 

fully implemented or accepted due to many factors (Hayward, 2015; Khan & Jabeen, 2011).  

It can be concluded from the past literature that although PBP may play an important 

role in organizational productivity still there is a lack of consensus among past literature over 

its causal effect with organizational productivity. This study targets this specific short 

coming or gap in the existing literature and postulates that if Herzberg’s hygiene and 

motivators are properly addressed in a justified environment the employees will become 

committed with the organization and will display OCB which will lead to organizational 

productivity. However based on the expectancy theory (1969) it was proposed that the 

employees will show such attitudes and behaviors if they have an expectation that after the 

display of desirable behaviors/ performance they will get justified rewards based on their 

performance. Simply it may concluded that performance based pay will better act as a 

moderator between employee workforce behavior and organizational productivity.  

1.2 Research Gap 

Multiple researches have been conducted in the lastdecades to know the role of 

performance based pay. However, in spites of its popularity, many researchers have criticized 

the effects of PBP on employees’ motivation and outcomes (Qureshi and Sajjad, 2015). 

Researchers and employers mostly remain in doubt about PBP outcomes and do not consider 

it an efficient tool for increasing the capabilities of employees (Akhtar and Mozzam, 2016). 

Despite the presence of a considerable body of research regarding motivation, still there is 

lack of satisfactory research linking reward with motivation at workplace. On the basis of 

previous research findings on performance base pay system and its effect on employees 

motivation and performance was conflicting and debatable (Sarprong, 2016). Despites of the 

fact that a lot of work was done by researchers to study the effects of Pay for performance, 

but still it faced challenges, whether it’s really works or not (Ayesha, 2018). Recently PBP 

and variable pay triggered much debate which diverted the attention of the researchers, 

especially because of its negative effects on employee’s motivation. 

First, many studies were conducted on Performance Based Pay in last few decades. 

PBP is linked with the performance and positive behavior of the employees which the 

employers expect (Qureshi and Sajjad, 2015). Performance Based Pay was criticized by 



 

7 
 

various researchers that it has a negative effect and short term effects on employees’ behavior 

(motivation). In the age of global competition, it is very essential to identify and retain the 

efficient, competent and knowledgeable employees in organization by developing and 

maintaining an effective compensation program for getting the best job performance from the 

employee (Akter and Moazzam 2016). Employees’ willingness to stay on the job largely 

depends on compensation packages of the organization. In an attempt to ensure employees 

optimal performance and retention, organizations need to consider a variety of appropriate 

ways to reward the employees to get the desired results. 

Akter and Moazzam (2016) demonstrated performance-based compensation as the 

single strongest predictor for job performance. Furthermore, a study conducted on 

compensation and performance associated with performance-based incentive program at 

every level of an organization. Researchers have shown that highly motivated employees are 

more productive and perform better. It was observed that the role of PBP in employees 

motivation, commitment, creativity, satisfaction was conflicting and a clear picture wasn’t 

drawn weather PBP has a positive effect or negative effect on employees’ motivation. It is 

still vague and debatable that whether PBP has positive or negative effects on employee’s 

behavior and attitude (Waiyaki, 2017). 

Every organization develops its own reward system to recognize the work of their 

employees. Usually, organizations offer both financial and non-financial rewards to enhance 

the capability and performance of their employee.  The available literature was on the two 

extremes, one approach supports the financial reward system as it had a positive effect on 

employee’s behavior (Sarprong, 2016; Iqbal et al., 2015). It was concluded by various studies 

that reward has positive and direct effect on employees’ motivation and motivated employees 

performed their best to contribute to organizational objective, which resulted in high 

performance and productivity of organization (Saprong, 2016; Iqbal et al., 2015; Manzoor, 

2015). Financial reward has a direct and positive effect on employee’s performance in the 

banks of Pakistan (Iqbal, Ijaz, Latif, & Mushtaq, 2015). Some of the studies have evaluated 

the concept of motivation with respect to the employee behavior and they rejected the 

financial reward system as it had negative impact on the employee’s behavior(Mary, Simon, 

&Kirui, 2018; Ayesha, 2018). The opposing results of previous studies did not provided in 
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depth knowledge of the facts about the effect of Performance Based Pay on Employee’s 

Workplace Behavior which provide gap for further investigation of the relationship and 

effects of PBP on EWB. 

Second, motivated employees contribute to the development of organization and 

increase the performance of organization. It was concluded by various studies that reward has 

positive and direct effect on employees’ motivation and motivated employees performed 

their best to contribute to organizational objective, which resulted in high performance and 

productivity of organization (Saprong, 2016; Manzoor, 2015).Employee productivity is of 

high relevance for organizations and individuals alike. Effective functioning and productivity 

of organizations is promoted by Organizational Citizenship Behavior (OCB), which is a 

work-related behavior that is discretionary, and not related to the formal organizational 

reward system. Organizational Citizenship Behavior increases organizational productivity 

(Chekole, 2016; Chelagat et al., 2015) emphasized that OCB can play a vital role in 

enhancing employee’s performance and organizational productivity (Hidayah, & Harnoto, 

2018). A comprehensive literature was documented on variety of dimensions and factors 

which effect and contribute to organizational productivity. However, no single study was 

found that considered multiple dimensions and their association with organizational 

productivity which needed to be integrated (Ammar, 2018).  The current study filled this gap 

by integratingthe dimensions of organizational citizenship behavior, commitment (effective, 

normative, & continuance), motivational factors, hygiene factors, satisfaction, and 

distributive justice under a single variable of Employee Workplace Behavior and to 

empirically investigate its effect upon Organizational Productivity in a single study.  

Third, previous studies concluded that: Performance based pay is positively 

associated with employees output (Nyberg, Pieper, & Trevor, 2016). Performance related pay 

increases the motivation and job satisfaction level of the employees (Nawaz & Muazzam 

2015). Nulla (2015) reveals that cash compensation that is salary and bonus of the 

employees’ speeds up firm’s performance. 

Fourth, Employee behavior is the factor which makes a positive way towards the 

higher productivity (Akram, 2018). The studies conducted by Akram (2018), Hung (2018), 
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who argued that the performance based pay is the factor which can also be added with the 

positive behavior then it will be a motivational factor which can have positive effects on the 

productivity. Performance-based pay systems provide financial compensation based on either 

focus on individual or group performance. In contrast with set salaries, performance pay is 

based on compensating the employee per their individual contribution, not the value of the 

position itself (Zhang, 2018).  The study of Kim et al., (2016) who used performance based 

pay and performance but ignore the employee workplace behavior, then the study 

recommended that the performance based pay can be used as a moderating especially when 

the behavior and performance have been evaluated. The study of Sung et al., (2015) who 

used organization justice between incentives based pay and performance, but recommended 

that the performance based can be used for the case of employee performance.  Previous 

studies have found that Performance Based Pay have positive effect on employee’s behavior, 

which leads to organizational Productivity(Chekole, 2016; Chelagat et al., 2015; Saprong, 

2016). Further, the opposing results of previous studies show lack of relationship or short 

term effect of employee workplace behavior and productivity. This does not provide a clear 

picture of the effects of PBP and whether it has any association with Organizational 

Productivity as a predictor is still debatable. However, the importance of PBP cannot be 

undermined. Further no study was conducted to investigate that PBP may support EWB in 

enhancing productivity as a moderator. The current study addressed this gap by investigating 

the moderating role of Performance Based Pay with Employee Workplace Behavior and 

Organizational Productivity.  

The results of this study have implications for the conceptualization and measurement 

of performance based pay and employee workplace behavior. The results of this study also 

have implications for theories addressing the antecedents of organizational productivity. The 

results of this study may also have implications for theories addressing the outcomes of 

performance based pay. Furthermore, the findings may also have implications for theories 

addressing the outcomes of positive employee workplace behavior. This study contributes to 

the body of knowledge by filling the gap in existing literature that is, clarifying the 

mechanism of the effect of PBP on OP. Further the study investigated various antecedent of 

OP in a single study. This will also be beneficial for management of selected firms in 
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designing Performance Base Pay to reward their employees and bring positive changes in 

their behavior for the betterment of organization and achieving goals. The study will also be 

helpful in structuring the workplace environment to help employees to remain committed and 

motivated. The finding of the study leads the researcher to put forward recommendation for 

Insurance Firms and Banks to boost motivation and commitment in their employees. 

1.3 Problem Statement 

The research intends to investigate the relationship between employee workplace 

behavior and the organizational productivity with the special focus on the moderating role of 

performance based pay. The empirical analysis would help to determine the degree of 

association of factors affecting workplace behavior and their impact on organizational 

productivity. It will also signify the role of pay in sustaining employee motivation, and 

satisfaction leading to organizational productivity. 

1.4 Research Questions 

1. Does employees’ workplace behavior affect organizational productivity? 

2. Does Performance Based Pay has any effect on Organizational Productivity? 

3. Does Performance Based Pay establish a positive correlation between workplace 

behavior and Organizational productivity? 

1.5 Scope of the study 

a) The current study analyzed the factors that affect the employees’ behavior in 

organization which ultimately affect the productivity of the organization. 

b) Banking and Insurance firms have been selected because, in this sector the 

employees are paid extra bonuses, commissions and rewards more frequently 

for the purpose to improve the productivity of the firm. 

1.6 Purpose of the research 

The purpose of this study was to analyze the variables that affect employee behavior 

such as various needs, perception of justice, the attitude of commitment and OCB which in 
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turn culminate into organizational productivity. Special emphasis is placed on the 

investigation of the role of performance based pay as a moderating variable between 

employee workplace behavior and organizational productivity. 

1.7 Objectives 

The main objectives of the study are 

a) To evaluate the effect of employee work place behavior on organizational 

productivity. 

b) To find the effect of performance based pay on organizational productivity. 

c) To measure the moderating role of performance based pay between the employee 

workplace behavior and organizational productivity. 

1.8 Hypotheses 

H1: Employee behavior has significant effects on the Organizational productivity.  

H2: Performance based pay has significant effect on the Organizational productivity.  

H3: Performance based pay has moderation between the workplace behavior and 

Organizational productivity.  

1.9 Significance of the Study 

This study will help the bankers and insurance firms to best understand the 

phenomena and enhance productivity. The study will also be helpful in structuring the 

workplace environment to help employees to remain committed and motivated. The finding 

of the study leads the researcher to put forward recommendation for the insurance companies 

to boost motivation and commitment of its employees.  

1.10 Chapterization of Report 

The scheme of the report is as follows 

Chapter 1 Introduction 

This chapter provides a brief introduction to the reader to know about introduction/ 

background of the study, gap in the existing literature, contribution of the current study, 
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problem statement, objectives, purpose, significance and scope of the study, at the end 

chpaterization of the thesis. 
 

Chapter 2 Review of the literature 

 The review of the literature is divided into various sections; 1) Employee Workplace 

behavior (determinants and variables, dimensions and outcomes), 2) Performance Based Pay, 

3) Organizational Productivity (introduction, dimensions, determinants and variable, human 

aspect and link of human capital with organization performance), 4) Link of Employee 

Workplace Behavior and Organizational Productivity, 5) Organizational Productivity and 

Employee Workplace Behavior, 6) Performance Based Pay and Employee Workplace 

Behavior, 7) Relationship between PBP, EWB and OP, 8) PBP, EWB and OP in financial 

sector, each of the categories are composed of multiple of research studies. At the end, 

conceptual background, conceptual framework, gap is identified, rationale of the study was 

extracted, and lastly research hypothesis for each variable were developed and supported by 

related literature to give a meaningful idea to the readers. 

Chapter 3 Research Methodology  

 Methodology chapter contains information about the type and nature of research, 

location of the study, the tools and techniques used for conducting this research. Sources of 

data and tools of data collection, statistical tools and models that were used in research study, 

variables and hypotheses and their measurements are also discussed in this chapter. 

Chapter 4 Analysis and Results 

This chapter is divided into three main sections, Section-I contain data about 

Employees and Management of Life Insurance Companies, Section-II contains data of 

Employees and Management of Public Sector Banks, and Section-III contains data of 

Employees and Management of Private Banks. Each section includes the Descriptive 

analysis, demographical distribution, mean averages of responses, reliability analysis, factor 

analysis, construct validity, normality analysis of data, Multicolinearity, and regression 

analysis. 

Chapter 5 Discussion, Conclusion and Recommendation 
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This chapter elaborates and discussed the findings of the study in light of previous 

research studies. Further this chapter contains conclusion of the study and the 

recommendations of the study that the researcher have sorted out, based on the findings of 

the study. 
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Chapter 2 

Literature Review 

The current study strives to investigate the moderating role of performance based pay 

along the effect of the employee workplace behavior on organizational productivity. A 

critical literature review approach was used to review the existing literature regarding 

employee work place behaviors, performance based pay, and organizational productivity. 

The literature review leads to the development of theoretical frame work and hypotheses. 

2.1 Employee Workplace Behavior 

Workplace is the platform for employees where they react and perform various 

actions (Javed, et. al., 2014). Employee Workplace Behavior is an umbrella term used in the 

present studyand it refers to the attitudes and behaviors of employees at workplace. 

Employee workplace behavior encompasses organizational citizenship behavior (OCB), 

organizational commitment, and motivating factors of Herzberg’s two factor theory and the 

perception of organizational justice. If motivating factors exist in job environment, positive 

perception and attitudes develop and leads to favorable behaviors such as OCB. This in turn 

yields desirable out comes such as organizational productivity. Let have a concise 

introduction of the individual factors of Employee Workplace Behavior.  

2.1.1 Organization Citizenship behavior 

Chester Barnard (1938) was the first to talk about the idea of “willingness to 

cooperate” which was later on called organizational citizenship behavior. He defined 

cooperation to be, “a genuine compulsion on oneself for serving organization voluntarily, 

expecting no reward, for its betterment”. The idea to allow individual a free will in 

participating in a set system of cooperation is integral to Barnard’s opinion. Katz (1964) 

noted that it is impossible for organization to predict all situations of future; hence some 

voluntary behaviors are required for unique situations. He called them spontaneous and 

innovative behaviors rather than an obligatory role performance.  

In, 1988 Organ defined OCB on the basis of Barnard and Katz work as “individual 

behavior that is discretionary, not directly or explicitly recognized by the formal reward 
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system, and that in the aggregate promotes the effective functioning of the organization” 

(p.4).Later on in 1997, he redefined it as “performance that supports the social and 

psychological environment in which task performance takes place” (p. 95). Lambert (2006) 

defined OCB as “behavior that (a) goes beyond the basic requirements of the job, (b) is to a 

large extent discretionary, and (c) is of benefit to the organization” (p.503). Robbins (2015) 

noted that OCB are tasks performed by the employees which are not a part of their job 

responsibilities.  

Research about OCB increased after its relation with the success of organization 

(Chekole, 2016). OCB is related to organizational productivity such as quality and quantity 

of production, reduced manufacturing costs, and revenues (Podsakoff et al., 2009). “OCB 

explained approximately 20% of the variance in store profitability” (Ehrhart, 2004 

p.64).Chelagat, Chepkwony, and Kemboi (2015) in their study reported that unselfish 

devotion to the welfare of employees and being courteous to them increase their 

performance. They emphasized that OCB can play a vital role in enhancing employee’s 

performance. OCB provides extra benefit to organization by motivating individuals to 

performance beyond their job requirement. It engulf the earlier terms used by researchers 

such as “organization citizenship performance”, “contextual performance”, “extra role acts” 

and “pro social behaviors”. 

2.1.2 Organizational Commitment 

Commitment is defined by Mowday, Steers and Porter (1979) as “the relative strength 

of an individual’s identification with and involvement in a particular organization” 

(p.225).Commitment means employees sincerely committed and loyal to organization goals 

(Drucker, 2011).  

The most powerful driving force behind success is commitment. Once got committed, 

a person pursues the completion of the task by overcoming any obstacle hindering his way. It 

is commitment that compels him to face challenges. O’Reilly (2008) states that the 

organization gain success due to employee’s commitment and participation. She states that 

retention rate of employees and their performance improve with commitment while operating 
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cost decrease with it. An employee’s loyalty is reflected by his constant effort to stay in 

organization and his agreement with organization values (Tolentino, 2013). 

Meyer and Allen (2004) asserts that for employees, to work harder for achieving 

organization goals, employees need to be committed to organization with strong dedication. 

(Allen & Meyer, 1990) proposed three component model of commitment that is, affective, 

normative and continuance commitment. These have three mind sets; desire or emotional; 

obligation; and costs.Continuance commitment is continuing with the organization to escape 

losses and reap the profits of extended employment. 

Affective commitment. Affective commitment refers to emotional attachment to 

organization and shows employees’ positive attitude towards their firms (Riaz, Akram, & 

Ijaz, 2011)Affective commitment of an employee towards organization  arises as a result of 

policies and activities that aim at promoting positive relations with the work group (Liaous, 

2008; Meyer & Allen, 1997; Riaz, Akram, & Ijaz, 2011). 

Normative commitment. Normative commitment is continuing with the organization 

due to the burden of moral obligations (Manion, 2004; Meyer & Allen, 2004). It also reflects 

the extent to which an employee’s perceptions are aligned to the basic values of on 

organization. A convincing relation exists between normative commitment and productivity 

(Meyer & Allen, 2004). 

Continuance commitment. Continuance commitment is based on costs and 

employees don’t turn over for the fear of losing pay and pension. They continue working 

with organization because they need to continue for economic reasons (Allen & Meyer, 

1990). This type of commitment is based on the benefits that an employee gets from an 

organization. Employees work hard to avoid losing anything of value (Meyer & Allen, 2004). 

Past literature has reported that organizational commitment is consistently related to 

organizational productivity. For example it was found in Indian auto component industry that 

commitment was linked to sustained productivity of the firms (Dixit, & Bhati, 2012). 

Another recent study found out that affective commitment mediated the relationship between 

perceived organizational support and work out comes (Gupta, Agarwal, & Khatri, 2016). 
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Commitment is related to favorable behaviors such as OCB which finally contribute to the 

organizational success (Devece, Palacios-Marqués, & Alguacil, 2016). 

2.1.3  Motivational Factors 

Mcshane and Von Glinow (2015) describe motivation as a factor which an individual 

possess to affect and strengthen the behavior of individual towards his goals. Petri and Go-

vern (2004) define motivation as a process of the mind of an individual which believes in the 

moving effect of individual, which identify various in saturation of behaviors. Motivation is 

the important contributor to the individual performance along with the ability and the work 

environment (Griffen, 2005). Oosthuizen (2001) asserts that one of important duties of 

managers is to motivate and influence the employees to achieve the goals of organization. 

Snell (1999) states that without motivation, even the best worker cannot perform well with 

enough motivation, the workers can perform beyond expectations. He further states that the 

workers are the property of a company. They respect the organization and the ultimate profit 

can be enhanced or decreased by the workers not by the owners. 

Various factors motivate people at work. Maslow (1970) contends that people are 

basically motivated for pay as it satisfies their physiological needs of clothing, buying food 

and shelter. Other factors that follow pay in keeping one motivated are need for affiliation, 

security; esteem and self-actualization. In 1950’s Herzberg proposed his classic motivation 

hygiene theory. Herzberg discovered that different set of factors were related to 

dissatisfaction and satisfaction. People’s dissatisfaction mainly arouse from their concern 

with work surroundings. He called the dissatisfying factors as hygiene factors (Hersey, 

Blanchard, & Johnson, 2001). Hygiene factors serve as support elements as they spin around 

the outer or ecological aspect (Milkovich &Newman, 2005).Hygiene factors help in making a 

suitable less hectic work environment rather than creating job satisfaction. Common hygiene 

factors are working conditions, salary, company policies, supervision, co-workers and 

administration(Luthans, 2006). 

The factors that were related to satisfaction were called motivators. Motivators are 

intrinsic in nature and spin around the real job itself and serve to inspire the employees. 
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Motivators include achievement, recognition, work itself, responsibility, and advancement 

(Luthans, 2006).  

Vroom (1964) proposed his expectancy theory as an explanation of motivation. The 

Vroom model consists of three variables Valence, Instrumentality, and expectancy. It 

suggests that motivation depends on the desire of achieving something and the probability of 

achieving it. The Porter-Lawler Model suggests that, hard work in the right direction along 

with required skills leads to performance. If performance leads to reward which is equitable 

to the applied effort and level of performance achieved, people will be more satisfied. These 

rewards may me be extrinsic (such as pay and promotions) and intrinsic such as (self-esteem 

and accomplishment (Porter & Lawler 1968).Past studies has reported that intrinsic 

motivation is more important than extrinsic for example Eastman (2009) reported that 

creative work is produced by a result of only intrinsic motivation not the extrinsic 

motivation. Similarly when individuals attribute their success to internal rather than external 

factors, they have higher expectations for future success, report a greater desire for 

achievement, and set higher performance goals(Weiner, 1985). 

Abraham Maslow’s theory of motivation reveals that there is a hierarchy of needs. 

Higher order needs can only be satisfied if lower order needs, that is, physiological and 

safety needs are satisfied. The base pay must be compatible with the fulfillment of basic or 

low order needs (Robbins 2004). Similarly, success sharing programs persuade and 

encourage employees to take for the fulfillment of higher order needs (Bunger & Trumdle, 

2004). Therefore no matter how strong and efficient PFP plans are, they cannot motivate the 

employees, if their basic needs are ignored. In brief, Maslow’s motivation theory suggests 

that PFP may be inappropriate to deal with needs at higher level.  

Another theory was presented by McClelland (1966), which overlooked the idea of hierarchy 

but rather focused on the motivational capacity of different needs. These include need for 

power, affiliation and achievement (Steers, Mowday, & Shapiro, 2004).According to 

McClelland, (1966) employees are driven by multifarious and often contending needs which 

should be proved convenient to push forward when activated. The central point of 

McClelland’s theory is basically attainments and ability. Achievement is, in fact, a mental 

tendency for competition while power means a control over one’s flow of actions. As 
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compared to Maslow’s vague presentation, McClelland idea offers scholars an abundant set 

of welldefined needs which could be identified with workplace attitude. McClelland’s 

conceptualization has thus gained a considerable fame in the field of research on individual 

elements in work security. The main focus of both the theories is individual contrasts in 

motivation while Herzberg examines to understand the work exercise and the position of 

one’s employment, and how they impact inspiration and performance.  

In the 1950’s and early 1960’s Herzberg built a two element theory known as the 

motivation hygiene theory due to carious faculties of human requirements, which are 

autonomous and influence attitudes, hygiene elements and motivators are contenders. 

Herzberg discovered that people’s dissatisfaction mainly arouse from their concern with two 

work surroundings (Hersey, Blanchard, & Johnson, 2001). Hygiene factors serve as support 

elements as they spin around the outer or ecological aspect (Milkovich& Newman, 2005). 

According to Herzberg insufficient pay prevents motivation among employees. This affirms 

Abraham Maslow’s hierarchy of needs in which he characterized pay as satisfying only the 

basic needs (as cited in Tan, & Waheed, 2011). Contenders spin around the real job itself and 

serve to inspire the employee. In this motivation hygiene theory, Herzberg states that work 

inspiration is mainly affected by the extent to which it is challenging intrinsically and how 

much scope there is for acknowledgment and reinforcement. Herzberg states that inspiring 

factors can satisfy an employee while the absence of hygiene factors can not satisfy (Whitsett 

& Winslow, 1968).  

Vroom Expectancy theory is also referred to as motivation theory. The theory 

suggests that an individual can choose a certain behavior over other behaviors because of its 

expecting favorable result. In fact, the desirability of the outcome determines the motivation 

of behavior selection. Basically, the theory is related to a mental process, which reveals that 

how an individual processes the various motivational elements, and all this happens before 

making the ultimate choice. Oliver (1997) argues that reward does not exactly change the 

behavior of an individual. Montana et al., (2008) support this theory, which was first 

introduced by Vroom in 1964, and argues that an organization must match rewards directly 

to performance in such a way as desired or preferred by the individual. Vroom explains that 

being a mental process, motivation governs choices of behavior which is directly controlled 
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by the individual. The making of choice of a particular behavior from the part of an 

individual is done on the basis of an expected result, which in turn leads to the final results as 

preferred by the individual. Thus motivation is generated by an individual’s expectancy, that 

a particular effort will ultimately lead to a desired effort, which will produce a result and this 

desirability is known as valence.  

The central point of this theory is to determine the distribution of resources as fair 

among the co-workers or not. Adams presented this theory in 1969. Being a behavior 

psychologist, the author argues that employees look for maintaining equity between their job 

rotes and the rewards they get against the felt input and outcomes of others. The 

organizational implication of this theory suggests that employees’ fair treatment can motivate 

them to maintain a fair relationship with the co-workers as well as with the organization. The 

structure of this theory in the workplace is based on the ratio of efforts made by employee as 

“input” and the reward given to employees against their efforts as “outcomes” (Guerrero, 

Laura, Peter, & Walid 2014). 

Money, as opposed to Maslow’s opinion, is an important motivator. But the extent of 

the effectiveness of money is dependent on circumstances and work satisfaction. Although, 

money motivates people to work but recently other factors are also involved in motivation; 

like the sense of recognition motivates employees more than the money (Koltko-Rivera, 

2006). Nulla (2015) reveals that cash compensation that is salary and bonus of the 

employees’ speeds up firm’s performance. For this study, forty large companies were 

selected from New York stock exchange. The study concluded that there is a strong 

connection that exists between employees’ salary, bonus and a firm’s performance. 

Goal setting theory is also very important one in explaining motivation. Locke and 

Latham (2002) have summarized the 35-year work on goal setting and conclude that “With 

goal-setting theory, specific difficult goals have been shown to increase performance on well 

over 100 different tasks involving more than 40,000 participants in at least eight 

countries…The effects are applicable not only to the individual but to groups, organizational 

units, and entire organizations.”  
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It is clear from the above discussion that different factors are associated motivation 

however the role of pay or salary is unique among others. Maslow (1970) equates pay with 

the physiological needs of clothing, buying food and shelter and Herzberg termed it hygiene 

factor, yet money also provides power and status and can be a mean of measuring 

achievement. A meta-analysis of 72 studies found money to be a very effective in improving 

performance (Stajkovic and Luthans 2003). Money is such a need or motivator that the more 

some people get the more they seem to want.  Many people also accumulate money in 

various forms for future considerations.  Pay can be specially related to motivation and 

productivity when basic needs are not satisfied or when employees do not possess the need 

for achievement (Beach 1985). Ali and Ahmad (2009) found statistically significant 

relationship between reward and motivation. 

An integral part of any organization’s strategy is the management of employees’ 

performance (Drucker as cited in Meyer & Kirsten, 2005). The performance of employee has 

a very significant impact on the achievement of organization goals. Frustrated and courage 

less employees failed to use their skills and abilities to the fullest. Extrinsic rewards such as 

adequateimproves the performance level of a firm. Organizations should devise effective 

pay, policies and procedures to attract, retain and motivate employees. By doing this, an 

organization can improve its productivity and efficiency (Emeka, Amaka, & Ejim, 2015). 

On the basis of above discussion the current study considered the following 

motivational (achievement, advancement, work itself, recognition), and hygiene (company 

policy, relationship, work security, money and working condition) factors of the Herzberg’s 

theory. These factors are also re-established by subsequent studies (for example Ali 

&Ahmad, 2009; Alshmemri, Shahwan, & Maude, 2017; Ghandbahadur, 2014). 

2.1.4   Organizational Justice  

Organizational Justice means how the employees of the organization are treated 

(Rupp, Wright, Aryee, & Luo, 2015). Employees perceived the justice and injustice in the 

organizations and behave accordingly. Along with other fulfillment of the needs of 

employees the fairness is the most important factor (Mohler, & Schminke, 2001).People 

should be treated accordingly, “Equal as Equal” and “Unequally as Unequally”, Aristotle (as 



 

22 
 

cited in Al-Khouri, 2010). Miller (2017) and Choi (2011) concluded that there is a positive 

and significant relationship between the three types of organizational justice and employee 

work attitude. The most important among the three types of organizational justice is the 

distributive justice.  

Justice also plays an important role in motivation. Adam’s Equity Theory of Work 

Motivation postulates that people compare their personal efforts and rewards with that of 

others and are motivated to increase or decrease their efforts to equal others (Adam, 1965). 

Equity theory has now matured into theory of organizational justice. Nwochukwu (1994) 

reported that  the productivity of Nigerian workers is less because the owners have failed to 

provide the equality in incentives and also because the high grade employees show off their 

wealth and underestimate the workers party which discourages them to work hard. The profit 

of the organization is also related to equality in rewards for workers (Ni & Van, 2015). 

Reward is tied with equality factor, if all the employees are paid the same incentives 

or reward, it will not be fair treatment. Employees when feel that the distribution is unfair, 

get angry and think that they might have better opportunity somewhere else where the 

procedure is fair (Lawler, 2005). Distributive justice denotes the cognitive evaluation of 

individuals about the fair distribution of rewards among individuals in the organization. The 

fair distribution of reward among the employees is the belief that all the employees’ shall be 

treated on merit in the process of allocation of reward. Job satisfaction, organizational 

commitment, OCB, and enhanced performance are the outcomes of distributive justice 

(Change, 2002).Involving workers in designing pay system has clear benefits (Milkovich & 

Newman, 2005).The idea of justice been primarily utilized to discover and enhance 

employees attitude towards the given rewards(like, Adam’s 1965). 

2.2 Pay System 

There are a variety of factors involved in the formulation of compensation plans and 

selection of criteria for basic pay. Thomas Mahoney (1985) enumerates three bases for pay; 

job based pay; skill/person based pay; and performance based pay. Let us discuss these 

variants of pay in detail. 
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2.2.1 Job Based Pay 

  Every pay system has its own specific qualities that are used into the evaluation of 

an employee’s pay. Pay based on job is remunerated on hourly basis, and is characteristic of 

unchanging mass production environments where tasks are clearly fixed (Lawler, 1995; 

Mahoney, 1989). The job based approach to salary is based on the presumption that the value 

of job can be determined and that the employee doing employment is worth just as much to 

firm as to the occupation itself.  

It is often related to Tayloristic kinds of work association, job based on the earliest 

form of pay system, in spite of the fact that its utilization has diminished in the course of last 

20 years, because of its inconsistency with modern time base forms of work associations. It is 

often used to propel employees to produce worker performances for pay system standard.  

The basic idea of job based pay is that employees cannot be expected to put their best efforts 

without some kind of bonus provided by them. Management and workers expectations 

diverge largely and workers are found to be self-seeking. This perspective of work attitude 

emerges from the idea of agency theory, whereas the interests of the managements and 

employees have to be arranged properly with other shareholders interest through bonus pay. 

An organization usually prefers job based approach while employees don’t (Lawler 1995 & 

2003). Still job based pay system is usual in low salary job or blue collar jobs (Cox, 2000; 

Mahoney, 1989). 

2.2.2 Skill Based Pay 

An alternative to job based pay is skill based pay and it depends on the expertise of 

person or the various tasks that he can accomplish. This kind of pay implies to offer 

advantages to the association by relating pay to the extant and profundity of skill acquired. A 

range of potential goals and advantages are supposed to exist to both organizations and 

workers. Workers are motivated to adapt to their jobs, hence, getting greater knowledge of 

the whole assembly process (Cox, 2000). This must lead to higher quality of work. 

Adaptability to job decreases labor cost, as it allows covering absent workers, and reduces 

maintenance costs. Paying employees on the basis of their competency and expertise does not 

necessarily set drastically different pay rates than job based pay as people usually do jobs 

with needed skills they have (Lawler, 1995 & 2000; Milkovich & Newman, 2005). 
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Currently, various organizations have replaced job based pay with pay based on skills and 

competency (Lawler, 2000, p.41).  

Pay based on skills and competencies has received much attention from researchers in 

recent years. Skilled based pay appears appropriate for “high involvement cultures” as 

recommended by Lawler (1990). In such cultures workers’ participation and devotion already 

exist. Lawler (2000), demonstrates that skill based pay system is usually incorporated in 

plant set ups and plants that needs up gradation. It is also used to attract and retain experts 

with unique skills (Robbins, 2004). In firms where employees are learned and can adapt to 

multiple tasks, skill based pay can be used as a great source of motivation (Lawler, 2000; 

Milkovich& Newman, 2005).  

Flexibility and enhanced communication are the two main benefits of skilled based 

pay. Need for staff can be easily fulfilled if employees’ expertise is interchangeable. Itoften 

reduces turnover rate and absenteeism as employees appreciate to be valued and paid for a 

variety of skills. Furthermore, various studies after investigation have declared that skill 

based pay leads to enhanced employee performance, improved perceptions of justice in pay 

system and eventually job satisfaction (Lawler, 1995 & 2000). 

Skill based pay brings significant changes in firm’s culture and worker motivation 

(Milkovich & Newman, 2005). So as workforce are rewarded on the basis of developing 

themselves and improving their skills, not on the basis of their hierarchical structure (Lawler, 

2000). It helps an organization to develop a talented team, supported by organizational norms 

and improves personal growth (Lawler, 1995 & 2000). A basic advantage of person based 

pay is that it sets clear basis for pay determination (Lawler, 1995 & 2000). 

Person based pay is not free of short comings. For instance there may be clear number 

of skills for any employee to have, or individuals may not intend to give up jobs they were 

given (Bateman & Snell, 2004). Skill based approaches are best for short term project in 

certain settings, and they do not seems fit in all situations (Milkovich &Newman, 2005). This 

has led to advanced skill based pay systems e.g. competency pay system. Although skilled 

based pay has shortcomings yet its utility in the near future is likely to increase (Lawler, 

2000).  
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2.2.3 Performance Based Pay 

Armstrong (2005) defined pay for performance as a type of financial award given to 

an individual that is directly proportional to individual, group or organizational performance. 

It can also be described as a system in which increase in salary totally depends upon an 

individual’s achievement of goals and appraisal (Swabe 1989). Schuler (1998) includes both 

financial and non-financial rewards in PBP, for instance, appraisal can also be a reward for 

performance. Pay for performance is alternatively called merit pay or incentive pay. 

Pay in return of performance and incentives i.e., extra rewards are not new concepts 

but its history belongs to the early ages of 18th century. The Babylonian king Hammurabi, 

who ruled from 1792 BC to 1750, (as cited in Beck, & Roger,  2005) made a band of laws 

which were meant to defend the weak from strong one (Halsall, 1998). The laws of humanity 

protected human rights as it were based on the equality of punishment for all and supported 

the policy of equal treatment among the mankind. It has a pleasant effect on the whole age, 

including trade farming, wages and all other fields. Follow Hammurabi code, the workers 

were granted free food during their service which was the earliest found record of incentives 

(Halsall, 1998). Unluckily, in the middle ages, feudalism, the lord ruling discouraged the use 

of incentives because during that era, the workers were paid only if the owners were satisfied 

of their work. As a result, the workers being discouraged and disappointed could not show 

their full potential in performing their duties (Mirabella 1999). Since the last four thousand 

year, most nations give immediate rewards for best performance and production on 

continuous basis, to encourage loyalty to the service. After the revolution in the field of 

industries, a system was introduced to promote the importance of quality task performance 

by granting incentives.  

At the end of 1700’s “The Wealth of Nations”, a classical book on economic was 

published by Adam smith. He compared the daily wages of workers with the level of 

production of the industry in his book. He was with the conclusion that high wages enhance 

the quality as well as the quantity of work as compared to the low wages (Briggs, 1969). 

Though Smith theory was very simple but his conclusion was perfect and that was the start of 

pay-for-performance theory. In the next century, in 1885, Edward Atkinson, an American 

economist proposed that the expensive labor and demanded team of workers always give 
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quality production. Atkinson, observed that the outcome is always in poor quality and less in 

quantity if the wages are unsatisfactory (Mirabella, 1999). It is proved by several researchers 

that the incentives can buy more production if the workers are appreciated (Denton, 1991; 

lawler,2003; Peach & Wren, 1992). This concept changed the minds of the authorized section 

while selling the packages (Milkorich & Newman, 2005, Sturman, Cheramie, & Cashen, 

2005).  

One century ago, Frederick Taylor emphasized the role of variable money to improve 

the productivity (Bateman & Snell, 2004). Taylor proposed that if we pay a person according 

to the efforts made by him and not according to the position, he will be more fruitful as he 

will serve more interestedly. Taylor stated in his book “The Principles of Scientific 

Management” published in 1911, that daily bonuses in return of hard work can motivate the 

workers to obey their owners (Batman& Snell, 2004). He further said that labor is interested 

in money and they appreciate the owner who offers incentives on regular and step wise basis. 

The concept of rewarding the individuals and not their positions were made to let them know 

the value of their efforts and not their work’s class (Sturman, Cheramie, & Cashen, 2005). 

The main purpose of Taylor’s concept was that the workers will work hard to avail those 

incentives, which are announced for better performance (Sundby, Dickinson, & Michael, 

1996; Wren, 1994).  

Pay-for-performance is highly appreciated form of incentives today and is beneficial 

for both the worker and his owner (Lawler, 2003 & 2005). It is proved through researches 

that if a worker gets the extra reward of good performance, he performs well (Caman & 

Lawler, 1973; Lawler, 1971 & 2000). Empirical studies show that pay is used as a balance to 

measure the work (Dyer, Schwab& Theriault, 1976; Fossum & Fitch, 1985). That is the 

reason that is why the labor considered performance very important. Experiments have 

clearly shown that best performance is recorded when the pay was given immediately after 

the fixed time (Mayo, 1993). The workers feel satisfied if they are paid according to their 

hard work. Lawler in 1971, also states that the payments are reward of work done which 

should be equitable with the level of efforts made. 

After the age of Frederick Taylor’s teachings, most of the researchers undermined 

pay-for-performance (Bateman & Snell, 2004). They considered the relation between the 
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owner and the worker more important for enhancing productivity (Robbins, 2004). 

Hawthorne experiment proved that best performance is not only affected by pay but also by 

the treatment of the owners and their relationship among the team. If the supervisors value 

their team, it brings best performance (Roethlisberger & Dickson, 1939). 

PBP, merit pay and incentive pay are usually used interchangeably. However to some 

merit pay and incentive pay are two types of PBP. The main difference is that incentives 

given in merit pay on the basis of performance are permanently added to base pay whereas in 

incentive pay these are temporary (Milkovich & Wigdor, 1991; Schuler 1998). Joe, Wilk, 

Mullen and Wanek (2014) argue that incentives pays are used as a tool of motivation in 

education system. In Douglas country, principals are given $1000-$2000 bonuses if they 

make increase in the strength of students per year. In Texas, the principals can earn $7500 for 

ensuring the best job performance (Waterreus, 2001). In 1998, a survey made (NAESP, 

America) showed that 15% of the principals of elementary schools were offering incentives 

to their teaching staff. One fifth of the principals reported that our incentives for teachers are 

based on student’s performance. Incentive pay plan should be based on the effective 

valuation procedures, schools with active administration, committed management, and staff 

should be involved in development of program. There should be teacher satisfaction, proper 

system of rewards, best performance awareness and assessment measures applied. Boudreau, 

and Lakhani (2015) reported that for motivation, incentives are the best tools.  

Lawler noted that incentives pay plans are also effective in businesses. In piece work, 

the incentives are based on the amount/ number of the item sold. Mamman’s, (1997), found 

that a machinery worker gives much importance to incentives as compared to the manual 

work doers. He further states that the values of incentives vary from job to job and the 

employees want more than one criterion to judge their level of performance. Incentives for 

the teachers are of three types on record i.e., ladder pay, merit pay and pay for performance. 

Merit pay plan is based on annual assessment and is formal process of assessment of teacher 

performance. Inman reports that merit pay is a bonus or increase in salary for the best 

teachers. Inman described the career ladder system as an incentive for those teachers who got 

highest level by going through several steps (Sadiq, 2013). 
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Studies proved that encouraging merit pay system can attract more employees and 

can increase the performance level up to 40% (Lawler, 1995; 2000). All the rewards are 

sharing two common factors, that is, defining the suitable measures of performance and 

arranging the rate of payment per unit. A fair merit pay system ensures best performance 

(Lawler 1990). If the packages are unsatisfactory, then the service too will not be according 

to the desire will of the owners. If the supervisor does not evaluate the employee’s task well, 

it’ll spread dissatisfaction and disappointment among the staff and will lead to poor- 

performance (Petijohn & Taylor, 2006).  

Other studies have also reported that Performance based pay is positively associated 

with employees productivity (Nyberg, Pieper, & Trevor, 2016). Nulla (2015) reported that 

cash compensation that is salary and bonus of the employees’ speeds up firm’s performance. 

Joe, Wilk, Mullen, and Wanek (2014) argues that incentives pays are used as a tool of 

motivation in education system. Providing financing based on performance has a positive 

effect on employee motivation (Huillery & Seban, 2014).Nawaz and Muazzam (2015) 

conducted a study in which they found that performance pay increases the motivation and job 

satisfaction level of the employees. Their study evaluated the performance of both public and 

private employees of Universities in Pakistan and concluded that the performance of public 

sector university employees is greater or higher than private sector employees, because 

public sector employees receives performance related pay while the private sector employees 

do not receive.  

Apart from over whelming support for performance based pay it also carries some 

short comings. PBP is not panacea for all type of organizations rather it is favorable only 

when high base pay is of importance to a company (Franklin, 1988; Milkovich and 

&Newman, 2005). The prerequisite of PBP is correct performance evaluation. If the 

evaluation is unsuitable then a hard worker and lazy workers cannot be differentiated. 

According to equity theory tension will arise if employees receive less than their 

expectations, and even motivated workers will become de-motivated if wrongly evaluated 

(Lawler, 2000). Employees when feel that the distribution is unfair, feels angry and thinks 

that they would have better opportunity somewhere else where the procedure is fair.                              
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Herzberg, Mausner and Snydermenn (1959) have place pay in hygiene factors which 

imply that it can only motivate when basic needs are not fulfilled. Or simply it cannot satisfy 

the psychological growth. He further noted that intrinsic rewards (related to the content of the 

job) are better than salary for best performance. This claim is also supported by Lawler who 

propose that intrinsic motivation is important for growth and extrinsic motivation is 

important for satisfaction of basic needs. Another disadvantage of incentives is that if given 

once, will be demanded again as a right.  

Now the issue whether PBP is an efficient reward system for encouraging employees 

is still vague. Despite the presence of a considerable body of research regarding motivation, 

still there is lack of consensus on the link of PBP and motivation at workplace (Brandl & 

Guttel, 2007).On the basis of above discussion we can forecast that if hygiene and motivating 

factors of employees are properly addressed in a justified environment, it will develop 

desirable attitudes and behaviors such as OCB. These attitudes and behaviors when rewarded 

with PBP will lead to Productivity. On in simple words PBP will act as a moderating variable 

between the relationship of employee workplace behavior and organizational productivity. 

Unlike previous studies the current study has considered PBP as a moderating 

variable between employee workplace behavior and organizational productivity on the basis 

of Vroom’s expectancy theory (1964) and Throndike’s law of effect (1989)now called theory 

of reinforcement. Expectancy theory implies that if employees expect a desirable reward 

after good performance they will be motivated for enhanced productivity as their personal 

needs are met from these rewards. Similarly we propose in this study that if employees 

receive expected rewards after performance of favorable behaviors such behaviors will be 

repeated in future and will lead to organizational productivity(see Thorndike’s law of effect, 

1898). From PBP the present  study mean merit pay and it use the financial incentives such 

as commission, bonus, increment, the pay structure (system) and non-financial incentives as 

used in previous studies of Uddin, Chowdhury, Yasmin, and Akter (2016); Nulla, (2015); 

Yousaf, Latif, Aslam, and Saddiqui (2014).   

 

 



 

30 
 

2.3 Organizational Productivity 

Organizational Performance or Productivity is measured differently according to the 

context and objectives of the studies. Often it is measured with financial performance 

(Ondoro, 2015).Organizational productivity and the organization performance both are used 

interchangeably in the current study. The organizational productivity in the current study 

means the financial performance of the firms, involving parameters of return of assets 

(ROA), return of investment (ROI), growth (deposits & advances for banks), premium, 

products offered and value of the firm. These parameters were adopted in various studies (see 

Channar, Talreja, & Bai, 2015; Alrawabdhi 2014; Devinney, Yip, & Johnson,2009). 

Organizational performance depend on individual performance(Miller, 2016). Organizational 

performance was used as dependent variable by majority of the studies Richard, 2009; Singh 

& Gupta, 2016). The current study also used organizational productivity/performance as 

dependent variable for measurement. The following literature review comprises of a variety 

of research on organizational productivity. How organizational productivity is linked with 

EWB and PBP was discussed in later Sections. 

 Alrawabdhi (2014) considered the sales, market share, profit, demand, decision 

making, efficiency and customer satisfaction as indicators of organizational performance in 

Jordan. Richard, Devinney, Yip, and Johnson (2009) measured the performance of the 

organization by three outcomes i.e., financial performance (which include profit, return on 

asset, return on investment etc.), Product market performance (which includes sales, market 

share etc.), and shareholder return (which include total shareholder return, economic value 

added etc.) 

Murphy, Trailer and Hill (1996) highlighted 71 dependent variables and categorized 

them into 8 dimensions to study the performance of organization. These were efficiency 

measures (assets, inventory, receivable turnover) and profitability measures(return on 

investment, return on equity, return on assets, return on net worth and internal rate of return) 

Robbinson (1995) also studied the effectiveness of performance measures for long term 

economic value. He studied ten measures, namely alteration in sales, sales level, return on 

sales, return on invested capital, return on equity, return on assets, net profit, earning before 
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income tax, earning multiples and shareholder value created. He found out that return on 

stakeholder was the most power full of the ten measures. 

Brush and Vanderwerf (1992) identified thirty four studies which used firm’s 

performance as dependent variable. They identified changes in sales, number of employees, 

profitability, and the survival of the organization as the measure of organizational 

performance. They observed that in 34 studies only 35 performance measures were used, 

which shows that there remains ample scope for further studies.   Venkatraman and 

Ramanujam’s (1987) tested the convergence of methods to get data on business economic 

performance. They compared the objective and perpetual model of assessment using multi 

trait, multi methods and confirmatory factor analysis. They selected these measures based 

upon the work of Hofer (1983) and Woo and Willards’s (1983). The outcome of this study 

shows that CFA is a best method than MTMM for proving the construct of discriminate 

validity. 

Rawley and Lipson (1985) in their research tried to find out relationship of various 

combinations of performance measures because he thought that various measures for 

financial performance did not give the same result and relation. They collected data from 400 

companies which took two years. They found out that the only performance measure having 

satisfactory significance relation are Q ratio, vs cash flow return on investment (CFROI) 

adapted for capital asset pricing model (CAPM) discount rate and market to book value vs 

return on investment adjusted for inflation. Dess and Robbinson (1984) in their research, 

focused on the relationship of objective and subjective measures of sale growth, global 

performance measures and return on assets (ROA). Data was collected from 26 

manufacturing industry in three phases including interview and survey methods. They found 

a high correlation between subjective measures and objective measures. Secondly, they also 

found that global measures may also coincide with subjective and objective measure of ROA 

and sales growth. 

2.4 Employee Workplace Behavior and Organizational Productivity 

Bari, Arif, and Shoaib (2013) Behavior of employees has a significant effect on the 

overall business. Monetary rewards alone cannot provide job satisfaction they also need non-
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monetary rewards. They also need a fulfillment of their psychological needs apart from 

bonuses and other monetary incentives. Sincere and hardworking workers are mostly 

satisfied with just the notion that people recognize their achievements and appreciate their 

skills. Those organizations who have only monetary reward plans should also incorporate 

non-financial rewards to their system to enhance the level of employee motivation (Shujaat, 

& Alam, 2013). Nsour (2012) in his study of five universities highlighted the significant 

relationship of moral incentives in the growth and learning in universities. 

The growth of any organization depends upon the performance of employees (Owusu, 

2012). Employee performance in turn depends on the kind of reward policies an organization 

offers. Various kinds of plans are made to improve employee performance. An employee 

motivation attitude can be easily changed through monetary reward, further employees’ 

motivation and reward are also positively associated (Safiullah, 2014). A part from the 

monetary rewards for increasing productivity of organization, non-monetary rewards may 

also increase employee motivation. Employees having positive attitudes towards their job are 

more committed with the firm and tend to produce better work. Sense of achievement is a 

strong intrinsic reward for such committed employees. Along with intrinsic rewards when 

they get extrinsic reward like recognition and incentives as reinforcement for their 

achievements, they not only repeat desirable behaviors like OCB but also become loyal and 

attached to the organization. Hence to keep employees committed to an organization, the 

employers need to update their benefit plans (Emeka, Amaka, & Ejim, 2015).  

2.5      Organizational Productivity and Employees Workplace Behavior 

Erbasi (2012) in his research, collected data through questionnaires applied at food 

premises to eleven employees. The data was analyzed through Smart PLS. The result showed 

the significance of both financial and nonfinancial incentives in creating job satisfaction. 

Tausif (2012) studied the relationship of a non-financial reward with job satisfaction by data 

collection from 200 employees in the education sector of Pakistan. The results show that job 

satisfaction and non financial rewards have a strong relationship. The study further shows 

that older generation/seniors employees feel more satisfaction with non-financial rewards. 

Zaidi and Abbas (2011) investigated the effectiveness of nonfinancial rewards in online staff 

and found that non financial rewards are extremely effective in this sector. 
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Channar, Talreja, and Bai (2015) in their study highlighted that human capital 

development has a deep impact on the level of employees’ satisfaction which ultimately 

improves the overall development or performance of an organization. For their study, they 

used the simple random probability method. They used questionnaire techniques for 

collecting their primary data. They showed that the efficiency of an organization is closely 

linked with employee’s satisfaction. 

Investment in firm for human capital is based on the prospects of productivity. The 

possibility in human assets is estimated by coaching and knowledge gathering (Chen & Lin, 

2004). Human capital plays vital role in increasing organization assets, improving 

employees’ productivity and developing a competitive edge for them (Brown, Adam & 

Amjad, 2007). Achievement in future and business surety is based on competent and skilled 

employees; nation and firm are crucial features. This concept is based on the fact innovation 

and creativity is vital for a firm’s success continuously (Rastogi, 2000)(as cited in 

Marimuthu, Arokiasamy & Ismail, 2009). 

The sustainability and value of a firm is dependent on both tangible and intangible 

assets among which intangible asset i.e. human capital is more important. The current 

management studies emphasize core competition including human capital which is supported 

by the above theory (Slaus & Jacobs, 2011; Stiles & Kulvisaechana, 2004). Human capital is 

the most important factor in sustaining the firm productivity and competitiveness in a unique 

environment (Stiles & Kulvisaechana, 2003) (as cited in Alipoura, Idrisb, Ismailc, & 

Karimie, 2012). 

Organization essentially needs to keep increasing its productivity. For the 

achievement of this, three factors are required like, human work force, financial investment 

and effective strategy. Among the three, human resource is the most important. Without 

committed and skilled human resource, the achievement of organization goals is not possible. 

In this rapidly changing world of economy knowledge of business strategy has become very 

important. Knowledge help businessmen stay ahead and have an edge over others in this 

competitive environment (Ting et al., 2009). 
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According to Drucker (1999) organization based on knowledge can lead the market. 

These knowledgeable organizations focus on intellectual investment of the organization that 

is human resource which results in a competitive edge on others and organization 

performance is increased. The skills and knowledge gained through academia and 

professional experience is the human resource (HR) (Unger, Rauch, Frese & Rosenbusch, 

2009). According to Edvinsson and Malone (1997) it can be described as a collection of 

ability, experiences, knowledge and skill. According to Hudson (1993) human capital is a 

mixture of experience, academic qualifications and perceptions about life and work. The 

skills, competence, expertise and attitude of both the manager and workers are involved. 

Two elementary units of human capital are academic excellence and expertise (Jones, 

Lin, Yue, Lee, Hanna, Smith, & Newport, 2010). The competency of employee gets increase 

with these two elements mentioned above. For performing good job these competencies 

require beliefs, knowledge, skills etc. (Shih et al., 2010). Hence one of the curtail dimension 

of human capital is competency. Recently another dimension has been proposed that is 

flexibility (Marimuthu, Arokiasamy, & Ismail, 2009)(as cited in & supported by Channar, 

Talreja & Bai, 2015). 

2.6     Performance Based Pay and Employee Workplace Behavior 

Probst and Brubaker (2001) assert that the difference between the kind and amount of 

rewards given, and the kind and amount expected or deserved paves way for satisfaction or 

dissatisfaction. This notion is supported by earlier researchers Mangione and Quinn (1975) 

(as cited in Khan, Shahid, Nawab, & Wali, 2013), who asserted that dissatisfaction and 

satisfaction results from the expectation for the employee about what they deserve and their 

level of contribution to an organization. Ahmad, Ali, Rehman, Khan, and Waseemullah 

(2010) suggested that employees are motivated and felt rewarded when they are considerably 

paid fair. The researchers are of the opinion that employee have serious concern about 

discrimination regarding fair pay which affect their motivation level significantly.  

Simmons (2014) this study confirmed the belief that younger generation of 

employees want to gain high extrinsic rewards i.e. promotion, pay for shorter working hours. 

The study also confirmed that along with extrinsic rewards intrinsic rewards are highly 
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valued by all generations. Dambisya (2007) in his study confirmed employee’s satisfaction in 

the health sector with the non-financial rewards.  Robert (2005) in his research identified a 

favorable connection between recognition, reward and motivation. He also confirmed that 

reward and recognition enhances motivation and job satisfaction. As a result the employees 

are more dedicated to their job and work and less inclined to quit. 

Sammer (2011) in his research concludes that non financial rewards show the overall 

fairness of reward program. In his study conducted by world at work involving 500 

professionals showed that reward fairness is based on the non financial aspects of the overall 

reward plan like promotion, opportunity, skill development, training and recognition etc. 

Simmon (2011) non committed and unsatisfied employees hardly perform well. Poor 

performance is often a sign of low commitment and frustration which is usually a result of 

poor human resource practices. For long term effects, the root cause should be fixed for the 

improvement of behavior and attitudes in the workplace. 

Stovall (2003) evaluated different reward programs in safety training activities. 

Descriptive, actions and evaluative research were employed. The result shows that 

organization having effective reward program are more likely to accomplish organization 

goals. Zhou (1998) (as cited in Zhou, & Su, 2010), in their study shows that positive 

feedback improves the creative performance of employees.  

Pay is one of those planned factors which affect our will to do the job in a better way 

onwards. It is actually the return of our entire services in any field. The real purpose of doing 

job or searching it is to get attractive salary. Pay is set as a reward given in return of doing 

task as a mutually decided value. While giving unsuitable salaries based on duty performed, 

imparts the element of demonstration among the employees and thus in this way there remain 

less chance of the best staff in the companies. Supporters of the expectancy theory admit that 

the employees can be motivated for the better kind of performance if they are assured that 

they’ll be rewarded according to the level of their services (Ramlall, 2004). 

Organizations can encourage its employees for the best performance by giving 

incentives. The return of awarding incentives proves the best for the employees as well as the 

awareness in long run. It brings a positive and constructive change in the behavior of the 
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awarded staff-members. Although pay is the naked reward of the work done, but some 

owners offer such good incentives in front of which the daily wages and salaries are worth 

less. These incentives includes bonuses, pension scheme, health insurance, car allocation, 

loans given for benefits, subsidized meals, profit sharing shares option and many others. 

Before setting packages, many things should be kept in mind. Managers are supposed to 

enquire about the objectives; the staffs are trying to obtain (Dambisya, 2007).  

Previous studies have shown pay as a source of encouragement for better 

performance (Locke & Latham, 2004). For obvious reasons, satisfaction with pay raise and 

perception of pay for performance are related directly, such perception seems to be 

associated positively with a number of other dimensions of satisfaction with pay (Sturman et 

al., 2005). PFP as criteria for allocation of pay may not be preferred by some as compared to 

other criteria such as experience. Finally, the perception of pay for performance may yield 

satisfaction with huge benefits. Employees get satisfied when pay raises with their 

performance (Dreher, 1981; Sturman et al., 2005).  

Management should focus on creating an atmosphere where employee feel attracted 

toward organization and show association with organization (Bartlett & Ghoshal, 2002; 

Lawler, 2005). Study suggests that various aspects of pay mechanisms need further study 

(Sturman et al., 2005). Process theorist examine job motivation from a dynamic point of 

view and search for causal connections over time and occasions as they affect human attitude 

in work place. Finally goal setting theory concentrates on the third component i.e. the desired 

attitudes. The focuses of a huge body of objective setting research is the recognition of 

craved behaviors and objectives anticipated would come out of behaviors (Milkovich & 

Newman, 2005). 

At the primary level, encouragement involves what is necessary for someone should 

be given there, for a desired attitude. The primary part, what’s important to someone, could 

be many sided, extremely advanced and customized dimension of encouragement. The next 

part of this definition of motivation is based on the exchange of what’s desired. And the third 

part takes into account the wanted behavior i.e. performance in workplace. All of the above 

mentioned components are researched in detailed that have produced various theories on 

motivation. For instance theories of Maslow, McClelland and Herzberg content theories as 
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they are based on what’s necessary to people (Steers, Mowday, & Shapiro, 2004). On 

contrary, both expectancy and equity theories are process theories as their focus is on 

companies and its employees (Milkovich & Newman, 2005).  

In 1999 a study conducted by Mirable preceded Mannaws research with employees in 

America and affirmed his results beyond the limits of Australia. Hence the significance of 

pay perceptions criteria and its relevance to fruitful pay administration caught to be fused 

into PFP system. To be forceful motivations, managers must compensated what practices 

they need to propel employees to show it is the duty of manager to encourage people to join 

organization, regularly work and put in their efforts to give best output and show good 

citizenship. Good citizens loyally work and serve organization beyond the requirement of 

their duty (Bartleet and Ghoshal, 2002). Thus performance rewarded with money creates 

satisfaction among employees. Despite the significance of pay surveys, show dissatisfaction 

with pay and compensation plans (Denton, 1991; Leonard, 2001).  

Edward Lawler turned around the pattern with his re-establishing research on 

performance contingent pay as a means of motivation. Some researchers’ state that 

Herzberg’s founding shows that pay and other external rewards aren’t motivates rather 

proves to be discouraging factors. Lawler, however, did not approve the view that pay did not 

motivate, as stated by Herzberg’s and other researchers (Lawler, 2000). Bonus pay system 

should be incorporated to reduce dissatisfaction level. However a perfect in all respect 

mechanism have been found for pay for performance. Every organization has to design their 

own PFP system according to their needs and resources (Lawler, 1995; 2000).  

Studies have shown that among various rewards like fringe benefits, promotions and 

shields etc pay is the most valued reward (Money & Graham, 1999). Mamman (1997) 

conducted a study on impression of PFP in a survey of Australian industry which 

investigated employees demand towards the basic criteria, which normally determine pay. 

His study concluded that laborers choice of pay criteria is a component of factors like timing 

and age. Essential to this study was the presumption that worker will perform at a most 

extreme level when pay criteria are seen reasonable.  
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Pay is not affected only by the performance of the employee; there are several other 

factors that controls pay for example the availability of budget, political attitude, the 

employees’ dependency on supervisors, seniority as well as other behavior (Podsakiff & 

MacKenzie, 1994).  

Denton, (1991) says that this does not imply that people want to receive greater 

incentives than their performance. Thus unnecessary monetary awards reduce the motivation 

of employees to improve performance. A well planned PFP system, if properly administered 

shows distinct marks on motivation, job satisfaction and finally on performance (Heneman, 

1984; Heneman, Greenberger, & Strasser, 1988). Heneman, Greenberger, and Strasser (1988) 

in their research have tried to find the relation of pay for performance and pay satisfaction. 

PFP has shown relationship with pay level satisfaction as increase bonus given in pay on the 

basis of performance becomes part of basic pay in the next year. Additionally, pay for 

performance can be used as a tool for the placement of employees within salary grades.  

Heneman, and Young (1991) argue that PFP is significant related to satisfaction with 

pay raise. PFP perceptions are also related significantly to pay level, and structured 

administration satisfaction. Raise in pay, as shown by empirical research is not only related 

to pay perceptions but also to pay level.  

Previous researchers have shown that pay for performance and employee pay 

satisfaction has a positive relation (Penner, 1966; Carroll & Tosi, 1973; Kopelman, 1976; 

Miceliand Near, 1987). The empirical research has shown a positive relationship between 

PFP expectations and pay satisfaction (Penner, 1966; Carroll &Tosi, 1973; Kopelman, 1976; 

Miceli & Near, 1987). The variations in the personalities and different outlooks of the 

employees pose problems for such systems by creating complications in work place. 

Employees performance based pay system is based on the assumption that employees 

expectations and satisfaction are directly related (Dreher, 1981).  

Dreher (1981) emphasized the importance of individual expectations and perceptions 

in pay satisfaction as compared to seal characteristics of employee and job, which was 

further reinforced by Heneman and his colleagues (1988), Shown that a number of 

differences were clarified in general pay satisfaction and two specific features of pay 
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satisfaction in PFP. While, according to them real features of employee and occupation 

should be incorporated as control variables in any investigation of pay fulfillment, the 

information that in the connection various organizations use innovative ideas in PFP. 

Theoretically, PFP perceptions and job satisfaction should have a positive relationship. Job 

satisfaction should increase with the increase of pay on the basis of better performance 

(Lawler, 1971).  

2.7     Relationship between Performance Based Pay, Employee Workplace 

Behavior and Organizational Productivity 

Significant changes can be brought in workplace behavior through the betterment of 

working environment in organizations. A motivating working environment is very necessary 

to energize employees. Brills (1992) believe that improving the physical pattern of the work 

place may result in almost 10 percent enhancement in productivity of employees. Stallworth 

and Kleiner (1996) also affirm innovative steps enhance motivation in turn increase 

productivity.  

Statt (1994) estimated that productivity of organization is affected by employee’s 

facilitation. Advanced technology including machines, computers, the furnishing and 

furniture of the work place constitute the physical environment. The physical environment of 

the organization must meet the needs of the employees for the better performance. 

Eventually, it is the physical environment that works as a tool for the improvement of 

business outcomes and increasing wellbeing of employees (Huang, Robertson & Chang, 

2004; Mohr, 1996). If the physical environment is facilitating, the employees show greater 

commitment and productivity.  

On the contrary, inadequate and bad working conditions are the basic causes of law 

commitment and productivity (Weiss, 1999; Wise, Darling-Hammond & Berry, 1987) and as 

a consequence low level of job satisfaction (Bockerman & Ilmakunnas, 2006). Gyekye 

(2006) has shown that employee’s safety perceptions are effected by environment conditions 

which in turn has impact on employee’s commitment. 
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Along with other environmental factors compensation play a very important role in 

the motivation, performance and commitment of employees. Compensation cannot be 

considered as incentive for performance if everyone is given the same annual increment or 

monetary reward on the basis of seniority. Taylor wanted to change this approach because; it 

does not fit well with scientific management. Factors of pay plans are important to 

employees, therefore, they are extensively studied as they help managers to design such plans 

as to attract and retain employees within the budget of the company (Milkovich & Newman, 

2005).  

Recent research has shown that those pay plans in which employees have participated 

prove to be more effective (Lawler, 2003).Involving workers in designing pay system has 

clear benefits (Milkovich& Newman, 2005),employees show higher level of commitment to 

organization that considers employee preferences in pay plans (LeBlance & Mulvey, 1998).  

When employees are involved in the designing of pay they develop a positive 

perception about justice and this plays an important role in shaping employees positive 

attitude towards rewards and organization (see for example Adam, 1965). Positive perception 

of justified pay has a very distinct positive impact on employees’ attitudes about their 

organization, dedication to an organization, evaluating managers, and involvement in 

organizational citizenship behaviors (Floger & Konovsky, 1989; Moorman, 1991). Hence, 

the participation of employees in designing pay system could be regarded an important factor 

in making the pay system a success.  

The study of Heneman and Colleagues (1998) revolve around employee perception of 

his pay, pay satisfaction and pay for performance. Research on blue color workers have 

exhibited that worker’s job satisfaction emerges from the interaction between how he 

perceives his pay (Currall, Towler, Judge& Kohn, 2005; Lawler, 1966).  Although the 

concept of “cradle to grave employment” is regarded as a forgotten story of the past yet 

practically Americans remain astonishingly faithful to their employers. Studies show that 60 

percent of American employees are satisfied with their job while 80 percent are loyal to their 

employers. The reason is that employees anticipate their dedication to be fairly paid back 

(LeBlanc & Mulvey, 1998; Robbins, 2004).  
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Employee’s loyalties are threatened by pay dissatisfaction and the mechanism for 

determining pay system (Braje& Galetic, 2013).  Pay system is a critical factor in an 

employee’s desire to leave or commit to an organization. Ryan and Deci (2000) argued that 

compensation package has only temporary effects for a short term.  

2.8     PBP, EWB and Organizational Productivity in Financial Sector 

Khan, Shahid, Nawab, and Wali (2013) argue that both intrinsic and extrinsic reward 

is effective in job satisfaction and contributed towards employee performance in banking 

sector of Pakistan. Manzoor (2012) suggested that recognition has direct and positive impact 

on employee’s motivation and performance, which ultimately lead to organization 

effectiveness. Owusu (2012) concluded that corporate performance depends on the 

performance of employees, and employee contributes in the achievement of organizational 

objectives in terms of deposits, profitability and other indicators. 

Sarprong (2016) argue that money is the key element to motivate an employee. A 

motivated employee performs his best to achieve organizational objectives. Financial reward 

has a direct and positive effect on employee performance in the banks of Pakistan (Iqbal, 

Ijaz, Latif, & Mushtaq, 2015). Awan, and Asghar (2014) conducted a study on banks in 

Muzaffarabad District, they collected data through questionnaire using random sampling. 

They concluded that employee satisfaction (including pay satisfaction) and performance are 

correlated. Reward and performance of employee’s are correlated and reward has a 

significant impact on performance. Akhtar, Aziz, Hussain, Ali, and Salman(2014) conduct a 

study on banking sector of Pakistan. Their study revealed that financial reward has a 

significant effect on employee’s motivation.  

2.9 Conceptual Background 

 Rewards as defined by Zigon (1988), is “something that increases the frequency of an 

employee action”. This definition show distinct results of recognition and rewards. Non-

monetary rewards are also one of motivating factors that increases feeling of satisfaction and 

confidence. Another goal of rewards is better employee retention. Jimenez (1999) points out 

employee recognition as the crucial factor in relating professional worker. For the 
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achievement of goals, reward systems have to be very closely aligned to strategies of 

organizations (Allen & Helms, 2002). 

Zigon (1998) mentions a number of methods to reward the required performance and 

increase the chances of its happening again. Along with monetary, non-monetary incentives 

this may also be part of an effective organizational policy. Among all kinds of recognitions 

employees mostly appreciate to be acknowledged by the one’s they work for directly. In fact 

in a survey, 78% of workers showed their concern over their recognition when they perform 

well (Nelson, 2004). 

 Allen and Helms (2002) in their research confirm how important it is to be 

appreciated by the owners and managers to motivate employees to achieve organizational 

goals. This was found true for every strategy under examination that pay for performance 

system is the degree to which rewards are allocated on the basis of performance rather than 

non-performance criterion like facilitation and seniority etc.  

 Vander post et al. (1997), (as cited in Jacob, 2005) asserts that reward system should 

be considered as a linkage between reward and performance to reinforce the idea that most 

employees are good performers. Boddy (2008) define performance as the result of an 

activity. Three types of reward system based on performance are common in education 

sector.  The first type of rewards system is “merit pay” which postulates the performance of 

the student and class monitoring. The next type of reward system is “knowledge and Skill 

based” payment, which needs monetary compensation for the knowledge they acquired and 

the skills they deliver, in results which increased students’ performance (McCollum, 2001). 

Odden (2002) believes that the second type of reward is different from the merit pay because 

it give a clear guidance to employee that what should be evaluated. The last type of reward is 

organization based reward, which is also based on students’ performance and need the group-

based monetary reward. 

2.10 Conceptual Framework 

 A conceptual framework is a construct, which the researcher considered and assumed 

to provide a better explanation about the relationship of variables and the progress of 
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scenario which is under investigation (Grant & Osanloo, 2014; Adom, Hussein, & Agyem, 

2018). 

The mechanism of reward for the employee in organization is based on their 

competency skill, output and market value is termed as reward system (Beavis, 2003). This 

means there is a direct relationship between pay and experience of employees. The present 

study is based on Victor Vroom’s expectancy theory and Adam’s Equity theory. Equity 

theory states that employees want fair system for rewarding performance. The theory was 

founded on Herzberg, “Job Satisfaction theory” and connected to Adam Stacy’s reward 

system. Equity theory refers to subjective evaluation of the fairness of the reward policy. 

This is based on the comparison of the input with the reward and other employees’ 

experiences in organization. 

Armstrong believes that the main concern of equity theory is the employee perception 

on their treatment as compared to others. They work better when they have feeling of fair 

treatment. Maicibi (2003) asserts that employees expect proportional rewards for their 

performance. 

Expectancy theory on the other hand made easy to understand individuals decision 

making in choosing a particular behavior. It also means that motivation is found on the extent 

that when one wants something and the strategy one adopts to get it. This is based on the 

assertion that the expectancy influences the formal framework of expectancy theory. This 

frame work explains that efforts combined with motivation results in performance which 

leads then to outcomes. 

 The main assertion of expectancy theory is that the probability of putting maximum 

effort for the achievement of goals increases with the increase in the number and variety of 

rewards (Booden, 2008). Gerald Cole (2004) also affirms this and says that Vroom also 

focused specifically on the factors that stimulate individual to put their best in their jobs as 

this is the foundation of motivation. 

The structure of expectancy theory in the workplace is based on the ratio of efforts 

made by employee as “input” and the reward given to employees against their efforts as 

“outcomes” (Guerrero, Laura, Peter,& Walid,2014). Both expectancy and equity theories are 



 

44 
 

process theories as their focus is on companies and its employees (Milkovich & Newman, 

2005).  

Performance Based Pay is based on the theories of expectancy and reinforcement 

(Pearce & Perry 1983; Perry, Mesch & Pearlberg, 2006). Montana et al., (2008) support this 

theory, which was first introduced by Victor Vroom in 1964, and argues that an organization 

must match rewards directly to performance in such a way as desired or preferred by the 

individual. Thus motivation is generated by an individual’s expectancy, that a particular 

effort will ultimately lead to a desired reward, which will produce a result and this 

desirability is known as valence. Reinforcement theory on the other hand, stresses a direct 

kinship between the desired behavior (Performance) and its outcome (e.g. Pay), Skinner 

introduced Reinforcement theory in 1938, it suggests that the pay can be used to motivate 

employees towards the desired behavior (Perry, Mech & Pearlberg, 2006). Reinforcement 

theory suggests that a response followed by a reward certainly produces a good result in 

terms of performance (Thorndike’s Law of Effect). 

The most important is the equality factor, if all the employees are paid the same 

incentives or reward; it is not fair treatment, employees when feels that the distribution is 

unfair, feels angry and thinks that they would have better opportunity somewhere else where 

the procedure is fair (Choi, 2011: Lawler, 2005). 

Equity theory by Adam Smith 1965, the organizational implication of equity theory 

suggests that employees’ fair treatment motivate them to maintain a fair relationship with the 

co-workers as well as with the organization. The structure of this theory in the workplace is 

based on the ratio of the efforts made by employee as “input” and the reward given to 

employees against their efforts as “outcomes” (Guerrero et al., 2014). 

Milkovich (2005) based on motivation theory concluded that if an employee was 

rewarded, he/she will perform better and achieved the target. Pay for performance has a 

positive effect on employee as suggested by motivation theory. Expectancy is a motivation 

theory which suggests that employee was motivated if they were rewarded according to their 

expectations. Skinner Reinforcement theory suggests that a positive behavior will repeat and 
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persistent if it was positively rewarded. Another theory is Equity theory, which suggests that 

if employees’ feel that they were treated fairly will result in motivation otherwise result will 

be vice versa.  

The growth of any organization depends upon the performance of employees (Owusu, 

2012). An employee motivation attitude can be easily changed through monetary reward, 

employees’ motivation and reward was positively associated (Safiullah, 2014). 

Based on the above mentioned studies and the studies conducted by Lawler, who is 

considered as the father of the Performance Based Pay model, concluded that in last century 

a number of researches focused on the performance based pay; Expectancy, reinforcement 

and Equity theory was considered as a base for current study, as it was proved from the 

empirical study above that they have a direct and positive effect on employees motivation 

and behavior, further, motivated and committed employees’ contribute to organizational 

productivity. Based on the above mentioned studies, the current study used the employee 

workplace behavior as independent, organizational productivity as dependent and the 

performance based pay as moderating variable for the proposed conceptual framework. 

The aim of the present study is to develop a model for organizational productivity. 

The present study has proposed a model following the recommendations of past literature 

and on the solid foundations of classical theories such as Herzberg’s two factor theory of 

motivation, Adam’s equity theory, Vroom’s expectancy theory, the theory of social 

exchange, and Skinner’s reinforcement theory. This study will test a model in which 

employee work place behavior will be an independent variable, organizational productivity 

will act as a dependent variable and Performance based pay is moderating variable. 

Employee work place behavior is an umbrella term includes various important factors for the 

development of organizational productivity such as Herzberg’s hygiene and motivators, 

perception of organizational justice, attitude of organization commitment, and organizational 

citizenship behavior. Let us discuss the theoretical basis of selecting these variables.  

 Herzberg’s two factors theory (1967) implies that hygiene and motivators are two 

distinct but interdependent set of factors. If these factors are properly addressed employees 

will be satisfied and motivated for work. When employees work with high energy levels this 
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will lead to favorable behavior such as OCB and enhanced productivity. Therefore current 

study included Herzberg’s hygiene and motivators in independent variable i.e employee 

workplace behavior. 

 The mechanism through which organizational justice leads to organizational 

productivity can be explained with Adam’s Equity theory (1965). This theory implies that 

employees compare their effort and rewards with others and want a justified pay. If pay is 

justified they will be motivated for high performance otherwise they would reduce their 

effort. We can say on the basis of equity theory that if employees are fairly treated they will 

become satisfied, committed and will display favorable behaviors such as hard work and 

OCB which will eventually result in enhanced organizational productivity. 

 The relationship of organizational commitment and OCB can be explained with the 

help of the theory of social exchange (Cropanzano & Mitchell, 2005; Cropanzano, Anthony, 

Daniels, & Hall, 2017; Elstad, Christophersen & Turmo, 2011).Social exchange theory 

advocates that if employers favorably treat employees, they will reciprocate in two ways; 

behavioral; and relational (Cropanzano, Anthony, Daniels, & Hall, 2017). We can say that 

when the hygiene and motivators are properly addressed in a justified environment 

employees will reciprocate relationally by becoming committed to the organization and 

behaviorally by displaying OCB.  This will eventually culminate in organizational 

productivity. 

 The mediation of performance based pay is based on the reinforcement theory and 

expectancy theory. Reinforcement theory or operant conditioning is attributed to B.F 

Skinner; however his work was based on the Thorndike’s law of effect. The essence of the 

theory is that favorable consequences such as rewards reinforce a preceding behavior. Hence 

if adequate reward is given after achieving a target by hard work, it will be repeated. 

Similarly the Vroom’s expectancy theory posits that employees performance depend upon 

the expectation of rewards that follow performance. Hence we can say on the basis of these 

two theories that if the needs of the employees are properly addressed and a justified and 

motivating environment is given employees will become satisfied, motivated, committed and 

will display behaviors like OCB. All these will culminate in to organizational productivity. 
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However if PBP is also added to the environment the organizational productivity will further 

increase for the expectation of rewards.    

Theoretical Construct 

The current study proposed Employee Workplace Behavior as predictor variable with 

seven scales; OCB, Commitment (Affective, Continuance, Normative), Motivational Factors, 

Hygiene Factors, Distributive Justice, (Harper, 2015; Buentello, Jung & Sun 2008; O’Reilly, 

2008; Meyer & Allen, 2004; Miller, 2017, Amaka & Ejim, 2015;  Choi, 2011),  Performance 

Based Pay as Moderating Variables with 6 scales; Incentives, Commission, Bonuses, 

Reward, Increment, Salary Structure, (Uddin, Chowdhury, Yasmin, & Akter, (2016); Nulla, 

(2015); Yousaf, Latif, Aslam, & Saddiqui, 2014) and Organizational Productivity as outcome 

variable with 4 scales; ROA, ROI, Growth, Value (Channar, Talreja, & Bai, 2015;  

Alrawabdhi, 2014; Devinney, Yip, & Johnson, 2009). 

Based on the “expectancy” “reinforcement” and “equity” theories and the studies 

conducted in the international market by Silva (2012) in the United States, in the South Asia 

conducted by Jeyasutharsan and Rajasekar (2013) in India, Nawaz and Muazzam (2016) in 

Pakistan, and studies conducted by various researchers like; Harper, (2015); Buentello, Jung 

and Sun (2008); O’Reilly (2008); Meyer and Allen (2004); Amaka and Ejim (2015); Choi, 

(2011); and Lawler (2005), the current study proposed Employee Workplace Behavior and 

its antecedent as Independent Variable, Performance Based Pay and its antecedent was 

considered as moderating variable for the current study, based on the studies of; Schuler 

(1998),Saprong (2016), Nyberg, Pieper, and Trevor (2016); Nulla, (2015); Joe, Wilk, Mullen, 

and Wanek (2014); Huillery and Seban, (2014); Manzoor, (2012)and Brandl and Guttel 

(2007), further Organizational Productivity and its antecedent was considered as dependent 

variable on the basis of previous studies conducted by Miller (2016);Singh and Gupta (2016); 

Channar, Talreja, and Bai (2015);  Alrawabdhi (2014); and Devinney, Yip, and Johnson 

(2009), they also study organizational productivity/performance as dependent variable. 

2.11 Rationale of the study 

Based on the previous studies the antecedent of EWB was selected like, 

organizational Citizenship Behavior from the studies of Harper (2015); and Buentello, Jung 
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and Sun (2008) commitment and its dimensions, motivational factors from the studies of  

O’Reilly (2008);  and Meyer and Allen (2004); and distributive justice  from the studies of 

Amaka and Ejim (2015), and  Choi (2011); and Lawler (2005) for analyzing the employee 

workplace behavior in a single study to capture more clear picture about the employees 

behavior at workplace in relation with performance based pay and its impact on 

organizational productivity, which were not taken yet by any researcher in a single study. It 

was the contribution of this study to the field of knowledge by providing information 

regarding relationship of reward system with employee behavior and its contribution to 

organizational productivity in a single study. Plentiful researches were conducted on the 

financial and non-financial reward system. Employee behavior and attitude were measured 

on a variety of scales/dimensions to identify the causes of change in the behavior of the 

employee and relationship with reward system. The available literature was on the two 

extremes, one approach supported the financial reward system as it had a positive effect on 

employee’s behavior (Sarprong, 2016; Iqbal, Ijaz, Latif, and Mushtaq, 2015; Awan, & 

Asghar, 2014;& Khan, Shahid, Nawab, & Wali, 2013), while the others rejected the financial 

reward system as it had negative impact on the employee’s behavior (Fang, & Gerhart 2013; 

Tausif, 2012; Sammer, 2011). Further this issue whether Pay For Performance (PFP) is an 

efficient reward system for encouraging employees is still vague (Promberger & Marteau, 

2013). Despite the presence of a considerable body of research regarding motivation, still 

there is lack of satisfactory research linking reward with motivation at workplace (Brandl & 

Guttel, 2007). Therefore current study considered Performance Based Pay as variable for 

study, moreover no previous studies up to my knowledge used PBP as moderating variable; 

this study was the first in nature to analyze the PBP as moderating variable in the context of 

EWB and OP in the field of knowledge. 

This study was conducted to find and identify the effects of reward system i.e. PBP. 

From the available literature like; Nyberg, Pieper, and Trevor (2016); Nulla (2015); Joe, 

Wilk, Mullen, and Wanek (2014);Huillery and Seban 2014); and Brandl and Guttel (2007), 

incentives, commission, pay structure, financial and non-financial variables were considered 

for this research to measure the role of performance based pay. In previous studies the role of 

pay for performance was measured and linked with employee’s behavior and attitude and 

few of the studies linked it with organization performance. Link of pay for performance, 
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employee’s satisfaction, motivation, commitment etc. and organization 

performance/productivity, in the available literature, were discussed but these studies were 

conducted to examined each aspect and measure them on diverse variables. Previous studies 

discussed the extrinsic and intrinsic reward and their implication on employee behavior and 

organizational productivity, but failed to address the equity and justice in rewarding system.  

Performance based pay in this research is not taken as independent variable but as a 

moderating variable, which was not taken by any other researcher so far, especially in 

Pakistan and in the financial sector. It is clear from the literature review that it is not only 

performance based pay that leads to employee and organizational performance, however the 

performance based pay does play a significant role in the performance of individual and 

organization.  

The available literature provides comprehensive information about the organizational 

performance and dimensions of organizational performance. From the studies conducted by 

Miller (2016); Singh and Gupta (2016); Channar, Talreja, and Bai (2015); Alrawabdhi 

(2014); and Devinney, Yip, and Johnson (2009), Return on Investment (ROI), Return on 

Asset (ROA), Growth/expansion were considered for this research as the indicators for 

measuring the organizational productivity. Previous studies examine the performance of 

organization on multiple dimensions that are Financial, Structure, Operational, Customer and 

Human (Channar, Talreja, & Bai, 2015; Alrawabdhi 2014; &Devinney, Yip, & Johnson, 

2009). In this research the mentions dimensions were considered that is Human and 

Financial. Each of the dimensions was discussed in this chapter in detail. Previously, 

numerous studies were conducted to measure and identify the dimensions of measuring the 

performance of the organization and all of the studies taken organization performance as 

dependent variable on one or on another dimension of measurement for organization 

performance. Majority of the studies measured the financial performance of the organization 

by secondary data, while in this research an empirical study was conducted to measure the 

financial performance of the organization using the primary data, which is also a contribution 

to the field of knowledge, the primary data were collected from the managers of corporate 

level through questionnaire.  
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2.12 Hypotheses Development 

Emeka, Amaka and Ejim (2015) considered motivation of employees’ as the 

important aspect for organizational performance, another study also considered motivation, 

both the studies concluded that motivated employees produce more and they are committed 

with organization. According to Needham (2003) low morale is one of the reasons of low 

productivity in any firm/organization. Low morale is the result of stressful environment in 

workplace. Stress related to Bullying lead to mental, physical and emotional fatigue which 

leads to job dissatisfaction. Anxiety and depression in workplace lead to hypertension, 

headache, insomnia and some other illnesses. This leads to the assumption that employee 

behavior towards workplace has effect on productivity. As the study used the concept that 

employee attitude towards workplace effect firm productivity so on the basis of the findings 

of the above study the current study developed its own hypothesis: 

H1: Employee workplace behavior has significant effects on productivity.  

Pay for performance is another factor for affective productivity. In the process of 

assessing the effects of performance based pay on organization and individual, researchers 

also focus on its effects on numerous intermediate products especially employee perception. 

Researchers have shown mixed results in their researches regarding the perception of 

variable like instrumentality, expectancy and valence. Performance based pay produced 

positive outcomes in studies having clear goals, adequate compensation and effective merit 

pay plans. (Perry, Engbers & Jun, 2009). However in a number of cases the central objective 

could not be materialized. Some researchers could not find significant relationship between 

compensation and performance (Datery, 1987). Whereas other found that higher pay results 

in better performance (Pearce, Stevenson & Perry, 1985), while incentives were found 

insignificant to be considered vital (Hemrch, 2007). Other researchers pointed out the lack of 

motivation in performance based pay (Dowling & Rechardson, 1997). Furthermore Marsden 

(2004) merit pay after produced distaste among employee due to its side effect. As the study 

used the concept of performance based pay effect employee workplace behavior, so on the 

basis of the findings of the above study the current study developed own hypothesis: 

H2: Performance based pay has a significant effect on Employee workplace 

behavior.  
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One of its side effects of PBP is low motivation to perform work that has no monetary 

reward; it means that performance based pay moves towards some work at the expense of 

other. Wright (1994) terms it as “goal only” policy in which emphasis is given to few 

reflected tasks and other are ignored. For instance if employee’s are rewarded for increase in 

shoe sale, they may ignore other important tasks, like training new salesman, organization 

and maintenance of shoe in proper places. This kind of one sided responsibility may lead to 

problems in achievement of greater organizational goals. Long lasting organizational success 

demands, equal interest in a variety of work behavior in organization (Brad & Hariis, 2002). 

Performance based pay produced positive outcomes in studies having clear goals, adequate 

compensation and effective merit pay plans (Perry et al., 2009). As the study used the 

concept of performance based pay has effect on firm productivity, so on the basis on above 

study findings the current study developed its own hypothesis: 

H3: Performance based pay has significant effect on organizational productivity. 

Sarprong, (2016), argue that money is the key element to motivate an employee; a 

motivated employee’s performed their best to achieve organizational objectives. Financial 

reward has a direct and positive effect on employee’s performance in the banks of Pakistan 

(Iqbal, Ijaz, Latif& Mushtaq, 2015). Manzoor (2012) suggested that recognition has direct 

and positive impact on employee’s motivation and performance, which ultimately lead to 

organization effectiveness. Owusu (2012) concluded that corporate performance depends on 

the performance of employees, and employee contributes in the achievement of 

organizational objectives in terms of deposits, profitability and other indicators.  These 

studies used the concept of reward and PBP has a positive effect on employees, which 

ultimately contributes to the productivity/performance of organization, on the basis of these 

studies the current studies proposed its own hypothesis: 

H4: Performance based pay has a moderating effect between workplace 

behavior and on firm’s productivity. 



 

52 
 

2.13CONCEPTUAL FRAME WORK 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 2. 1Conceptual Model of the Study 
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Chapter 3 

Research Methodology 
 

 Research methodology has been defined as the theoretical and systematic analysis of 

different methods applied in different fields. This methodology includes the process of data 

collection used for the decision making, the different methodologies includes; the survey, 

interviews, and different research techniques (Bruce, 2009). The research methodology is the 

chapter which contains the step wise details about the methods, tools and techniques used for 

data collection, and interpretation for the study. The chapter includes the discussion about the 

nature of the current research study, the design of the study, the population of the study and 

the sample derived from the population on the basis of empirical study, the variables and 

their measurement and the statistical models proposed for the data analysis in the chapter 4. 

 

3.1 Research Philosophy 

This Research study is quantitative. Based on the research epistemology to collect 

information through data and facts, this study follows the philosophy of positivism, and the 

data was collected through instruments with having objectives and hypotheses (Blaxter, 

Hughes & Tight, 2006); where a large number of sample frame work is selected for the study 

(Creswell, 2013). The study intends to know the moderating role of Performance Based Pay 

in Employee Workplace Behavior and Organizational Productivity; closed ended 

questionnaires were used for this study. In research onion survey strategy was followed for 

the current study. In time horizon, this study is cross sectional because the study is conducted 

on a single time period. 

3.2 Research Design 

According to Polit and Hunger (1999) research design for quantitative study is 

divided in experimental and non-experimental segments.  Non experimental design is further 

divided into the following, Descriptive, Survey, co-relational, ex-post facto, comparative, 

evaluative and methodological. The current study was non-experimental. Based on the nature 

of research, the current study intends to find the effects of one variable on the other. The data 
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was collected through questionnaires. This study fits into descriptive and correlation of non-

experimental research design, where the study intends to examine the relationship of 

variables and its effects (Walliman, 2011, 8-9). In research onion developed by Saunders, 

Lewis, and Thornhill (2012) the current study followed the philosophy of positivism, 

deductive approach was used, the methodological choice was mono quantitative method. In 

time horizon this study is  cross-sectional and the current study follow the strategy of survey 

(as depicted below in diagram), as the study used quantitative data, which was collected 

through questionnaires using five likert scales, which was measured in terms of numerics and 

statistics.  As mentioned above, a survey was conducted to collect information through 

questionnaires from employees. For this purpose two types of questionnaires were developed 

for managers (management staff) and employees respectively, to know their perception about 

financial performance of organization & role of performance based pay in employee’s 

behavior. 

Based on the nature of data required for this study, separate questionnaires were 

utilized for data collection. For measurement of Organizational Productivity a separate 

questionnaire was used, from the initial feedback from the staff of selected organizations, 

only the management staff has information about the financial position of its respective 

organizations, therefore a separate questionnaire was used and distributed among the 

management staff (which they commonly named the managers), to collect data from the 

management of these organizations about productivity while second questionnaire was filled 

from all the employees of the organizations. Different statistical models and tools were used 

to test the hypothesis proposed for relationship, variances, factor analysis, reliability 

statistics, and Regression Analysis. Eventually, based on the data responses collected from 

respondents, it was found that the perceptions of employees of the selected sample 

organizations were different in insurance, Public and Private Banks. So the analysis was done 

separately for each sector to give a factual picture to the readers, on the consultation of 

supervisor. The results of regression analysis of Performance Based Pay were found different 

in each sector. Had it been reported as a whole, the results would not have given the factual 

picture of the perceptions of the respondents of these organizations. 
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Source: Saunders, Lewis, and Thornhill (2012). Pp. 9, 143.   

Figure 3. 1 Research Onion 

3.3 Data collection Procedure 

 

Figure 3. 2Data collection Procedure 

Questionnaire was the most common and suitable tool for social sciences and other 

disciplines, where data were collected from individuals (Walliman, 2011, 99). Questionnaires 

were self constructed from the ideas and scales used by previous studies like; Ghanbahadur 

(2014); Meh, and Nasurdin (2009); Meyer and Allen (2004); Meyer and Allen (1997); 
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Gorton (1994); Allen and Meyer (1990); Folger and Konovsky (1989); Hansen and 

Wernerfelt (1989); Greenberg (1986); and Dipboye and Depontbriand (1981). The face 

validity of questionnaires was confirmed by Supervisor and three experts of the field. 

 To collect data from the respondents of sample organizations, personal visits were 

made to these organizations for awareness and creating understanding about the study 

purpose, through phone calls and personal contacts with the staff of the organizations 

meetings were arranged on prior appointments. For the purpose of awareness and to get 

familiar, the trust of employees of these organizations was gained through personal meeting 

and it was insured to them that the data were used only for research purposes. Second, it was 

also ensured that data will be kept confidential and shall not be shared with any one (list of 

staff provided at Appendix- C).  

Keeping in view the nature of the study according to the epistemology of research, 

this research was positivism, where a large number of sample frame work was selected, and 

survey strategy was adopted to collect data from large sample size. Based on the nature of the 

research and data, this research is descriptive and correlation, research.  In time horizon, this 

study is cross sectional, because study was conducted on a single time period. As the study 

was descriptive, so this study was not conducted in artificial setting, this study was conducted 

in natural setting for the purpose to collect the perceptions and response from the respondent 

in natural phenomena. 

The questionnaires were sent to them through post and TCS, 50 questionnaires were 

initially considered for pilot study because, questionnaires were self constructed (developed). 

After conducting pilot study the result was analyzed, recorded and the same was reported 

below in the same chapter. After getting the valid result as per standard, data gathering was 

started from the sample of insurance firms, Public and Private Banks.  

 Data were collected in almost nine months from 855 respondents in total. Once the 

data was collected through questionnaires, all the responses were first entered in excel-sheet 

then into Smart PLS for analysis, through Reliability, Cronbach Alpha, Factor Analysis the 

questionnaires and parameters were checked for reliability and validity. Thereafter the 



 

57 
 

Regression Analysis was performed to analyze the relationship of variables and to check the 

effect of “X” on “Y”, “M” on “Y” and XM on Y for moderation, was carried out for analysis.  

3.4 Data collection 

The process of data collection has been defined as “The process of gathering and 

measuring the accurate information for the variables established in a scientific way, which 

can be able to give the answer to the research questions and analyzed the results” (Lescroel et 

al, 2014). The study used primary data for the proposed hypothesis. Questionnaire was 

selected as a tool for data collection because of the large number of people (population). 

Questionnaires were self constructed from the scales used by the previous studies namely, 

Ghanbahadur (2014); Meh, and Nasurdin (2009); Meyer and Allen (2004); Meyer and Allen 

(1997); Gorton (1994); Allen and Meyer (1990); Folger and Konovsky (1989); Hansen and 

Wernerfelt (1989); Greenberg (1986); and Dipboye and Depontbriand (1981). A quantitative 

survey was conducted to collect information from employees of Life Insurance firms; Public 

& Private Banks through close ended questionnaires, and self-administered questionnaire 

were served to collect information from the management of these organizations. 

3.5 Population 

The population has been defined as the frame which consists of all the elements of the 

population from which the sample has to be drawn (Sekaran, 2003).The staff of public sector 

and private sector banks as well as life insurance companies operating in Peshawar market is 

treated as the population of the study. The list of the population and sample frame is given 

below:- 
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Table 3. 1 

Population 

S.No. Sector Quantity 

1 Public Sector Bank 5 

2 Private Sector Bank  22 

3 Life Insurance Companies 7 

Total 34 

 Source: Financial Statement Analysis of Financial Sector - 2014 

Out of 34 organizations, 10 organizations were selected on the basis of high 

profitability and efficiency, from the list published by State Bank of Pakistan (FSA, 2009-

2013),the sampling techniques used for current study was stratified, these organizations were 

categorized in three categories; Private banks, Public Banks and Life Insurance Firms. 

Proportional allocation method was used in the table given for selecting 10 organizations for 

the current study. Organizations were selected from each stratum according to their total 

number. The procedure for proportional allocation is given below (Cochran, 1977). 

Following formula is used for allocation:  

i i

n
n N

N
    

Where,  

n= the required sample size 

N = population size   

iN = number of administrative personnel in the ith firm 

in = number of samples employees from ith firm 

 

 

 

 



 

59 
 

  

Table 3. 2 

Selection of Organizations 

Public   2 

 National Bank of Pakistan  

 Bank of Khyber  

Private  6 

 Bank Al Falah  

 Allied Bank   

 Habib Bank   

 NIB Bank   

 Meezan Bank   

 Muslim Commercial Bank  

Life Insurance   2 

 State Life Insurance   

 Efu Life Insurance   

 Total 10 

 

3.6 Sample Framework 

 The sample has been considered as the sub set of the population which consists of the 

elements taken from the population. In other words, some or all the elements of the 

population would create sample (Sekaran, 2003).The sample size was determined by the 

methodology stated by the research study of Krejcie and Morgan (1970) (Appendix-A) 

which was calculated on the basis of total number of population. The current sample size of 

the study was based on the methodology of Krejcie and Morgan (1970) (provided at 

Appendix-A), because the total number of population was known. Table of sample 

distribution of the study is given below. 

 The calculation table for sample is given below from the public sector banks, private 

sector banks and also from the insurance firms, both for the management and the employees 

as well. Based on the nature of data required for this study questionnaires were utilized for 
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data collection. However, for measurement of Organizational Productivity a separate 

questionnaire was used, which was distributed among the managers of these organizations 

while second questionnaire was filled from all the employees of the organizations.  

 

Table 3. 3 

Sample distribution of the study 

  Units Population  

(Mgt) 

Population 

(Emp) 

Sample 

(Mgt) 

Sample 

(Emp) 

Public   2 98 708 88 248 

 NBP      

 Bank of Khyber      

Private  6 208 640 133 234 

 Bank Al Falah      

 Allied Bank       

 Habib Bank       

 NIB Bank       

 Meezan Bank       

 MCB      

Life 

Insurance  

 2 49 118 44 108 

 State Life Insurance       

 Efu Life Insurance       

 Total 10 355 1466 265 590 

 Source: Appendix - B 

 The response rate table of the questionnaires was distributed to the management and 

employees of insurance, private banks and public sector banks in the Peshawar market. The 

table is given on next page: 

 

 

 



 

61 
 

 

 

Table 3. 4 

Response rate of management questionnaire 

 Units Pop  

(Mgt) 

Distributed Received % 

Public  2 98 88 88 100 

Private 6 208 160 133 83 

Life 

Insurance  

2 49 48 44 91 

 10 355 296 265 89 

 

Table 3. 5 

Response rate of employee’s questionnaire 

 Units Pop  

(Emp) 

Distributed Received % 

Public  2 708 270 248 91 

Private 6 640 281 234 83 

Life 

Insurance  

2 118 115 108 93 

 10 1466 666 590 88 

 

3.7 Operational definitions of the Terms/Concepts 

3.7.1 Performance Based Pay 

 PBP can be categorized into two kinds; that is merit and incentive. Merit pay refers to 

increment awarded in recognition of employee’s performance (Schuler 1998). Incentive pay 

refers to financial grant awarded on the basis of performance and achievements of the 

employee and organization. The previous studies concluded that: Performance based pay is 

positively associated with employees output (Nyberg, Pieper, & Trevor, 2016). Based on the 

previous studies and the gap identified by Promberger and Marteau (2013); Brandl and 
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Guttel (2007) for further research, the current study considered Performance Based Pay as a 

variable for study. In the current study Performance Based Pay has been used as a moderator 

between Employee workplace behavior and organizational productivity. Performance based 

pay as variable in the current study refers to the extrinsic rewards received by the employees 

in the Insurance firms and Private Banks, as well as extrinsic rewards and other benefits 

received by employees in the Public Banks. To measure the Performance Based Pay the 

current study used the financial incentives; commission, bonus, increment, the pay structure 

(system) and non financial incentives as used by previous studies conducted by Uddin, 

Chowdhury, Yasmin, and Akter (2016); Nulla (2015); and Yousaf, Latif, Aslam, and 

Saddiqui (2014). 

3.7.2 Employee Workplace Behavior 

 The employee workplace behavior, as a variable means the particular behavior and 

attitude shown by the employees of insurance firms, public and private banks in connection 

to their financial incentives, benefits and salaries they receive at their respective workplaces. 

Workplace is the platform for employees where they react and perform various actions 

(Javed, et. al., 2014). Employee Workplace Behavior, as variable means the particular 

behavior and attitude of employees at workplace. The previous studies conducted by various 

scholars used different dimensions for analyzing the behavior of employees at workplace 

such as; Harper (2015); and Buentello, Jung and Sun (2008) studied Organizational 

Citizenship behavior in relation with work behavior and organizational performance. The 

study conducted by O’Reilly (2008);  and Meyer and Allen (2004), preferred and concluded 

that the most important factors of work behavior that contribute to organization was 

commitment and its dimensions, motivational factors. The studies conducted by Miller 

(2017), Amaka and Ejim (2015), and  Choi, (2011), on the three level of Organizational 

Justice, and reveals that the most important among them was distributive justice, the previous 

study conducted by Lawler, (2005), suggested that one of the important factors was equality, 

if employees feel that they were not treated on equality, they feels angry. 

Organization Citizenship Behavior: The tasks performed by the employees which is not a 

part of their job responsibilities (Robbins, 2015). 
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Commitment: Employees sincerely committed and loyal to organization goals (Drucker, 

2011). 

Affective commitment: Employees positive attitude towards their firms (Riaz, Akram, & 

Ijaz, 2011). 

Continuance commitment: the need, gain or loss of the employee due to working in the 

respective firms (Meyer & Allen, 2004). 

Normative commitment: The emotions of obligation and loyalty to the current firm (Meyer 

& Allen, 2004). 

Hygiene and Motivational Factors: 

Hygiene factors: The factors that the employees consider as the factors of their satisfaction. 

Motivational Factors: The driving of employee behavior relating to the nature of their job 

like, the recognition, personal growth etc (Alshmemri, Shahwan, & Maude, 2017). 

Distributive Justice: Distribution of reward among employees on equality and equity basis 

(Roemer, 1998). 

3.7.3 Organizational Productivity 

Organizational Performance or Productivity refers to various aspects and dimensions 

used by various scholars according to the nature of study. To define the organizational 

performance/productivity, there was no such comprehensive definition. The most preferred 

dimension for organizational performance was financial performance (Ondoro, 2015). The 

organizational productivity and the organization performance both are used interchangeably 

in the current study. The organizational productivity in the current study means the financial 

performance of the firms, using Return of Assets (ROA), Return of Investment (ROI), 

Growth (Deposits & Advances for banks), and Value of the firm as parameters. 

Return on assets: The profit of the firm in ratio to their total assets (Kabajeh, Al Nu’aimat, 

& Dahmash, 2012). 
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Return on investment: The profit of the firm in ratio to their total investment (Kabajeh, et al. 

2012). 

Growth: The total sale, expansion of the firm (Teruel-Carrizosa, 2010). 

Value: The current value of the firm in the market i.e. the products and the advances (Teruel-

Carrizosa, 2010). 

Instruments 

Closed ended, structured questionnaire were design based on the 5 likert scale 

ranging from strongly disagree to strongly agree.   

Questionnaire 1. This questionnaire was divided into 5 categories (ROA, ROI, 

Deposits, Advances and Value). Every category contained 4-7 questions, total closed ended 

questions were 20. These questionnaires were distributed among the managers for the 

purpose of collecting primary data about the financial performance of the organization. 

Questionnaire 2. It had 2 parts; each part was subdivided into various categories. 

Part 1 of this questionnaire had six categories (PBP, Incentives, Reward, Bonus, 

Commission, Increment and Salary Structure) and each category consisted of 3-4 questions. 

Part II of this questionnaire also contained 7 parts ( OCB, Affective Commitment, 

Continuous Commitment, Normative Commitment, Hygiene Factor, Motivator Factor and 

Organizational Justice) and each category consisted of 3-7 questions, the total questions in 

this questionnaire were 57. 

3.8 VARIABLES 

3.8.1 INDEPENDENT VARIABLE 

 Employee Work place Behavior 

The employee workplace behavior, as a variable means, the particular behavior & attitude 

shown by the employees of insurance firms, public and private banks in connection to their 

financial incentives, benefits and salaries they receive against their performance at their 

respective workplace. 
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3.8.2 DEPENDENT VARIABLE 

 Organizational Productivity 

The organization productivity and its performance both are used interchangeably in 

the current study. The organization productivity in the current study means the financial 

performance of the firms, using Return of Assets (ROA), Return of Investment (ROI), 

Growth (Deposits & Advances for banks), Premium, Products offered and Value of the firm 

as parameters. 

3.8.3MODERATING VARIABLE 

Performance Based pay. In the current study Performance Based Pay has been used 

as a moderator between Employee workplace behavior and organization productivity. 

Performance based pay in the study refers to the extrinsic rewards received by the employees 

in the Insurance firms and Private Banks. Extrinsic rewards and other benefits received by 

employees in the Public Banks. 

3.9 PLS (Partial Least Square Algorithm) 

3.9.1 Data Analysis 

Based on the nature and design of the current study to analyze the relationship of variables 

and effect of one variable on another, the preferred statistical test were PLS Algorithm and 

bootstrapping analysis (Walliman, 2011, 114-118). PLS was first introduced by Wold (Wold, 

1975, 1981, 1985), since in it was preferred by researcher in education (Campbell & Yates, 

2011) and in social sciences (Jacobs et al., 2011).The study used “Regression analysis”, 

using PLS, to analyze the relationship of variables and effect of predictor variable on 

outcome variable. The main theme of this study was to analyze the moderating role of PBP 

for this “Regression Analysis” was performed. To check the moderating effect of 

Performance Based Pay, regression analysis was done to find out the effect of PBP as 

moderating variable on EWB and OP. For this purpose the values of variable (X,M) were 

centered, for achieving the scores were “Zeroed”, than variables X,M was multiply for 

creating interaction(Chambers, & Hastie, 1992). First the value of R2 was checked for EWB 

without interaction of moderating variable, than moderating (interacting) variable was added 
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to check the change in R2, for interaction effect between other variables, if change in R2 is 

significant than moderation occur (Aiken, West, &Reno, 1991). 

The current study checked the moderating role of performance based pay between the 

employee workplace behavior and organization productivity. The study used to estimate the 

results in the Smart PLS after the assembling in MS Excel collected from the received 

questionnaires. The study design tables interpret the results and link with the previous studies 

by discussion. The study checked the variance, statistical significance, regression parameters 

and testing of hypotheses in the regression, because the nature of hypotheses was to test the 

effects of one variable on another. The study also discussed the mean responses taken from 

the every single questionnaire but only the highest or lowest value was discussed. 

3.9.2 Testing of Questionnaire 

The reliability of the questionnaires and its individual parameters were checked, by 

Cronbach Alpha using PLS Algorithm and Algorithm Bootstrapping, the standard for 

Cronbach Alpha is 7. The results shown in chapter 4, that all the variables included in the 

questionnaires were reliable for the collection of data. 

3.9.3 Validity of Questionnaire 

Face Validity 

 The supervisor and three experts of the field confirmed the face validity of the 

questionnaires. 

Factor Analysis 

Factor analysis has been done in Smart PLS which has included to run the model both 

on PLS Algorithm and Algorithm Bootstrapping to check the model fitness and good factor 

loading. The outer loading have been taken from running all these tests and then placed in the 

MS for the interpretations and discussions.  
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Reliability and Validity Statistics 

In smart PLS composite reliability is most preferable method to check reliability 

(Höck & Ringle, 2006: 15). Further the range is from 0 to 1, composite reliability if equal to 

.6 will be considered above the minimum criterion that is .50. Reliability statistics was used 

to check the reliability of the variables for the data collection. The standard value of 

Cronbach Alpha in this regard is .70 means 70% reliability. The values of the alpha of all the 

variables met the assumptions and values of the variables were above the minimum value 

that means that all the variables are valid and reliable.  

For construct validity, both convergent and discriminant validity was established 

through factor analysis, “Fornell-larcker criterion” using smart PLS algorithm. This is the 

most commonly used method (Staurb, Boudreau & Gefen, 2004). For convergent validity the 

values of Pattern component loading was entered in Excel sheet for calculation of AVE, for 

each construct.  

Convergent validity was confirmed, as the statistical value of AVE is greater than the 

standard value .50 (Fornell & Larker, 1981). Further for discriminant validity the correlation 

matrix was used to check the inter correlation of the factors, further the discriminant validity 

was established, hence there is no greater value of square correlation from the value of AVE 

or the square root value of AVE is greater than that of other factors value in correlation 

matrix (Cooper & Zmud, 1990; Hair, Black, Banin & Aderson, 2010). 
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Chapter 4 

Analysis and Results 

 

 This chapter of the study contains the detail analysis of the data based on the model 

proposed in the chapter 3. This chapter was divided into three sections; Insurance 

Companies, Public Banks and Private Banks. Section-I contains data about Employees and 

Management of Life Insurance Companies, Section-II contains data of Employees and 

Management of Public Sector Banks and Section-III also contain data of Employees and 

Management of Private Banks. Each section included the Descriptive statistics; 

demographical distribution, mean average of each item of questionnaires, Factor Analysis, 

Reliability and validity, Multicollinearity, and Regression analysis. The chapter also 

discussed the empirical findings of the previous studies and linked it with the current 

findings.  

Section-I 

4.1 Insurance Companies (Employees) 

 

Distribution on Gender Basis 

Table 4. 1 

Respondents on gender basis 

Scale Frequency Percentage  

Male 77 71 

Female 31 29 

Total 108 100.0 

The above table shows the results of distribution on gender basis. The findings show 

that the male respondents were 77 with 71 percent while the female were 31 with 29 percent. 

The finding shows that the male are the majority of the respondents.  
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Distribution on Age Basis 

Table 4. 2 

Respondents on age basis 

Scale Frequency Percentage  

Twenty to Twenty 

Five 
40 37 

Twenty Six to Thirty 
49 45 

>30 19 18 

Total 108 100.0 

 

The above table is the distribution on the basis of their ages. Three scale have been 

taken in the table which shows that there 40 respondent who had age from 20 to 25 with 37 

percent, 49 respondents had 26 to 30 with 45 percent while the 19 respondents had above 30 

age with 18 percent. The results show that the age group from 26 to 30 was in majority. 

 

Distribution on Marital Status 

Table 4. 3 

Respondents on Marital Status basis 

Scale Frequency Percentage  

Married 79 73 

Single 29 27 

Total 108 100.0 

 

The above table shows the results of distribution on marital status. The findings show 

that the married respondents were 79 with 73 percent while the single respondents were 29 

with 27 percent. The finding shows that the married respondents were in majority of the 

respondents.  
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Distribution on Qualification Basis 

 

Table 4. 4 

Respondents on Qualification basis 

Scale Frequency Percentage  

Master 61 56 

MS 47 44 

Ph.D 0 0 

Total 108 100.0 

 

The above table is the distribution on the basis of their education. Three scale have 

been taken in the table which shows that there 61 respondent who had master education with 

56 percent, 47 respondents had MS education with 44 percent. The results show that the 

majority of respondents have master education.  

 

Distribution of respondents on the basis of their service in current organization 

  

Table 4. 5 

Respondents on service in current organization basis 

Scale Frequency Percentage  

< One year 19 18 

Two to Five Years 60 56 

> Five Years 29 26 

Total 108 100.0 

 

The above table is the distribution on the basis of their service in the current firm. 

Three scale have been taken in the table which shows that there 19 respondent who had less 

than a year with 18 percent, 60 respondents had 2 to 5 years with 56 percent while the 29 

respondents had above 5 years with 26 percent.   
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4.2 Life Insurance Companies (Management) 

Demographic Distribution  

Distribution on Gender Basis 

Table 4. 6 

Respondents on gender basis 

Scale Frequency Percentage  

Male 41 93 

Female 3 7 

Total 44 100.0 

 

The above table shows the results of distribution on gender basis. The findings show 

that the male respondents were 41 with 93 percent while the female were 3 with 7 percent. 

The finding shows that the male are the majority of the respondents.  

 

Distribution on Age Basis 

Table 4. 7 

Respondents on age basis 

Scale Frequency Percentage  

Twenty to Twenty 

Five 
1 2 

Twenty Six to Thirty 39 87 

>30 4 11 

Total 44 100.0 

 

The above table is the distribution on the basis of their ages. Three scale have been 

taken in the table which shows that there 1 respondent who had age from 20 to 25 with 2 

percent, 39 respondents had 26 to 30 with 87 percent while the 4 respondents had above 30 

age with 11 percent. The results show that the age group from 26 to 30 was in majority. 
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Distribution on Marital Status 

Table 4. 8 

Respondents on marital basis 

Scale Frequency Percentage  

Married 44 100 

Single 0 0 

Total 44 100.0 

 

The above table shows the results of distribution on marital status. The findings show 

that the there is no unmarried respondents while the married respondents were 44 with 100 

percent. The finding shows that the all the respondents were married.  

Distribution on Qualification Basis 

Table 4. 9 

Respondents on qualification basis 

Scale Frequency Percentage  

Master 33 75 

MS 10 23 

Ph.D 1 2 

Total 44 100.0 

 

The above table is the distribution on the basis of their education. Three scale have 

been taken in the table which shows that there 33 respondent who had master education with 

75 percent, 10 respondents had MS education with 23 percent while the 1 respondents had 

Ph.D with 2 percent. The results show that the master education was in majority.  
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Distribution of respondents on the basis of their service in current organization 

Table 4. 10 

Respondents on experience basis 

Scale Frequency Percentage  

< One year 21 47 

Two to Five Years 20 45 

> Five Years 3 8 

Total 44 100.0 
 

The above table is the distribution on the basis of their service in the current firm. 

Three scale have been taken in the table which shows that there 21 respondent who had less 

than a year with 47 percent, 20 respondents had 2 to 5 years with 45 percent while the 3 

respondents had above 5 years with 8 percent.   

Mean Averages  

Table 4. 11 

Mean responses of PBP 

Performance Based Pay (Insurance Firms) 1 2 3 4 5 M 

Pay increases should be based on performance 0 45 

41.

7 

5 

4.6 

58 

53.7 

0 3.1 

Employees should be paid more based on performance 0 63 

58.

3 

20 

18.5 

25 

23.1 

0 2.6 

Our pay program should be based on performance 0 5 

4.6 

10 

9.3 

93 

86.1 

0 3.8 

Incentives       

The amount of reward involved is not enough to 

demonstrate a change in performance in our 

organization. 

0 45 

41.

7 

5 

4.6 

58 

53.7 

0 3.1 

Performance incentive scheme negatively affects team 

spirit, and co-operation in our organization. 

0 63 

58.

3 

20 

18.5 

25 

23.1 

0 2.6 

Performance bonus incentive scheme is not successful 

in improving employee motivation 

0 1 

.9 

32 

29.6 

74 

68.5 

1 

.9 

3.6 
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Reward (Financial & Non Financial) 

Financial  rewards produces high quality work in our 

organization  

0 5 

4.6 

11 

10.2 

49 

45.4 

43 

39.

8 

4.2 

 Non Financial rewards produces high quality work in 

our organization 

0 0 36 

33.3 

44 

40.7 

28 

25.

9 

3.9 

Financial reward scheme has no effect on my work 

performance 

0 0 36 

33.3 

53 

49.1 

19 

17.

6 

3.8 

Non financial reward scheme has no effect on my 

work performance 

0 0 13 

12 

60 

55.6 

35 

32.

4 

4.2 

Bonus       

Performance incentive bonus scheme contribute to 

more effective Teamwork 

0 0 11 

10.2 

83 

76.9 

14 

13 

4.0 

Performance incentive bonus negatively affect 

teamwork, and cooperation can suffer 

0 13 

12 

14 

13 

74 

68.5 

 

7 

6.5 

3.6 

The most important thing about a job is bonus in our 

organization. 

0 7 

6.5 

25 

23.1 

76 

70.4 

0 3.6 

Commission       

Commission is the source that can motivate the 

employee in our organization 

0 1 

.9 

25 

23.1 

27 

25 

55 

50.

9 

4.2 

Commission can lead the firm to increase their sale  0 45 

41.

7 

5 

4.6 

58 

53.7 

0 3.1 

Increment       

The increment in my organization  is based on 

performance  

0 1 

.9 

5 

4.6 

94 

87 

8 

7.4 

4.0 

Incentives can lead the job to be finished on time 35 

32.4 

3 

2.8 

26 

24.1 

44 

40.7 

0 2.7 

Incentives can  reduced the absenteeism 0 0 39 

36.1 

63 

58.3 

6 

5.6 

3.6 

Salary Structure       

The salary structure in my organization is satisfactory 0 0 5 

4.6 

78 

72.2 

25 

23.

1 

4.1 

The salary structure is based on performance 0 0 2 

1.9 

52 

48.1 

54 

50 

4.4 

The salary structure is according to the market trend 0 0 3 

2.8 

21 

19.4 

84 

77.

8 

3.7 
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The mean value of “The salary structure is based on performance” is 4.4 included 54 

i.e. 50 % in strongly agree while 48.1 % i.e. 52 respondents on the agree scale and 2 

respondents with 1.9 % on the neutral scale. The mean value of “Financial rewards produces 

high quality work in our organization” is 4.2 included 43 i.e. 39.8 % in strongly agree while 

45.4 % i.e. 49 respondents on the agree scale and 5 respondents with 4.6 % on the disagree 

scale. The mean value of “Non financial reward scheme has no effect on my work 

performance” is 4.2 included 35 i.e. 32.4 % in strongly agree while 55.6 % i.e. 60 

respondents on the agree scale and 13 respondents with 12 % on the neutral scale. The mean 

value of “Commission is the source that can motivate the employee in our organization” is 

4.2 included 55 i.e. 50.9 % in strongly agree while 25 % i.e. 27 respondents on the agree 

scale and 25 respondents with 23.1 % on the neutral scale.  

Table 4. 12 

Mean responses of WPB 

Employee Workplace Behavior (Insurance Employees) 

Organization Citizenship Behavior (OCB) 

 

      

I am invited to attend all training to enhance my skills. 0 45 

41.7 

5 

4.6 

58 

53.7 

0 3.1 

I am free to show reaction in negative situation 0 0 5 

4.6 

80 

74.4 

23 

21.3 

4.1 

I have to work hard in my job because of co-worker 

incompetent attitude. 

0 0 20 

18.5 

85 

78.7 

3 

2.8 

3.8 

My attendance at work is above the normal 0 0 6 

5.6 

101 

93.5 

1 

.9 

3.9 

I obey my organization rules and regulation even when 

no one is watching. 

0 45 

41.7 

5 

4.6 

58 

53.7 

0 3.1 

I do not take extra breaks during working hours 0 63 

58.3 

20 

18.5 

25 

23.1 

0 2.6 

Affective Commitment 

 

      

I am not emotionally involved with this organization. 0 5 

4.6 

10 

9.3 

93 

86.1 

0 3.8 

I really feel as if this organization’s problems are my 

own 

0 45 

41.7 

5 

4.6 

58 

53.7 

0 3.1 

This organization has a great deal of meaning to me 
0 63 

58.3 

20 

18.5 

25 

23.1 

0 2.6 

I have to work harder at my job because I find my 

colleague/co worker incompetent. 

0 5 

4.6 

16 

14.8 

73 

67.6 

14 

13 

3.8 
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Continuance Commitment 

 

      

I often think about leaving my job. 0 5 

4.6 

6 

5.6 

93 

86.1 

4 

3.7 

3.8 

I scan news paper in search of alternative job 

opportunities. 

0  24 

22.2 

83 

76.9 

1 

.9 

3.7 

My current job is satisfying my personal needs. 0 5 

4.6 

66 

61.1 

37 

34.3 

0 4.2 

I feel I cannot leave this organization because few 

options available to me 

0 12 

11.1 

18 

16.7 

78 

72.2 

0 3.6 

Normative Commitment 

 

      

My loyalty to this organization is very little    0 4 

3.7 

13 

12 

91 

84.3 

0 3.8 

I find a greater similarity between my own values and 

that of the organization 

0 10 

9.3 

37 

34.3 

61 

56.5 

0 3.4 

Jumping from organization to organization does not 

seem at all unethical for me 

0 20 

18.5 

30 

27.8 

58 

53.7 

0 3.3 

Hygiene Factor 

 

SA DA N A SA Av 

I am proud to work for this organization because the 

company policy is favorable for its workers. 

0 45 

41.7 

5 

4.6 

58 

53.7 

0 3.1 

My colleagues here in this organization are helpful and 

friendly. 

0 12 

11.1 

18 

16.7 

78 

72.2 

0 3.6 

The working conditions are good and safe in my 

organization 

0 4 

3.7 

13 

12 

91 

84.3 

0 3.8 

I believe my job is secure here in this organization. 0 10 

9.3 

37 

34.3 

61 

56.5 

0 3.4 

My supervisors/seniors are strong and trustworthy 

leaders. 

0 20 

18.5 

30 

27.8 

58 

53.7 

0 3.3 

I believe my salary in this organization is fair and 

sufficient to meet my need. 

0 19 

17.6 

11 

10.2 

78 

72.2 

0 3.5 

Motivator Factor 

 

      

I feel satisfied because of the comfort I am provided at 

work. 

0 45 

41.7 

5 

4.6 

58 

53.7 

0 3.1 

I feel satisfied with my job because it gives me feeling 

of accomplishment. 

0 63 

58.3 

20 

18.5 

25 

23.1 

0 2.6 

My job allows me to learn new skills for career 

advancement. 

0 5 

4.6 

10 

9.3 

93 

86.1 

0 3.8 

My job is challenging and exciting. 0 45 

41.7 

5 

4.6 

58 

53.7 

0 3.1 

I am provided with all resources to perform the task 0 63 

58.3 

20 

18.5 

25 

23.1 

0 2.6 

Those who do best in their jobs, have a fair chance of 

promotion in this organization. 

0 12 

11.1 

18 

16.7 

78 

72.2 

0 3.6 
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My work/performance  is appreciated by my 

organization 

0 4 

3.7 

13 

12 

91 

84.3 

0 3.8 

My job allows me to grow and develop being as a 

person. 

0 10 

9.3 

37 

34.3 

61 

56.5 

0 3.4 

Distributive Justice 

 

      

My work schedule in this organization is fair 0 20 

18.5 

30 

27.8 

58 

53.7 

0 3.3 

I think that my level of pay is fair 0 19 

17.6 

11 

10.2 

78 

72.2 

0 3.5 

I consider my work load to be quit fair 0 19 

17.6 

11 

10.2 

78 

72.2 

0 3.5 

Overall, the rewards I receive here are quite fair 0 12 

11.1 

18 

16.7 

78 

72.2 

0 3.6 

 

The mean value of “The working conditions are good and safe in my organization” is 

3.8 included 91 i.e. 84.3 % in agree while 12 % i.e. 13 respondents on the neutral scale and 4 

respondents with 3.7 % on the disagree scale. The mean value of “My job allows me to learn 

new skills for career advancement” is 3.8 included 93 i.e. 86.1 % in agree while 9.3 % i.e. 10 

respondents on the neutral scale and 5 respondents with 4.6 % on the disagree scale. The 

mean value of “My work/performance is appreciated by my organization” is 3.8 included 91 

i.e. 84.3 % in agree while 12 % i.e. 13 respondents on the neutral scale and 4 respondents 

with 3.7 % on the disagree scale. The mean value of “My current job is satisfying my 

personal needs” is 4.2 included 37 i.e. 34.3 % in agree while 61.1 % i.e. 66 respondents on 

the neutral scale and 5 respondents with 4.6 % on the disagree scale. The mean value of “I 

am free to show reaction in negative situation” is 4.1 included 23 i.e. 21.3 % in strongly 

agree while 74.4 % i.e. 80 respondents on the agree scale and 5 respondents with 4.6 % on 

the neutral scale. The mean value of “I do not take extra breaks during working hours” is 2.6 

included 63 i.e. 58.3 % in disagree while 23.1 % i.e. 25 respondents on the agree scale and 20 

respondents with 18.5 % on the neutral scale.   

 

 

 

 

 



 

78 
 

Mean Averages (Productivity) 

Table 4. 13 

Mean responses of Productivity 

Return on Assets (ROA) S.D D N A S.A M 

Return on assets (ROA, %) of our company is well below 

the average return of insurance sector. 

0 3 

6.8 

9 

20.5 

32 

72.7 

0 3.6 

As the part of the management, you are satisfied with the 

profit of the insurance firm. 

0 8 

18.2 

9 

20.5 

24 

54.5 

3 

6.8 

3.5 

The management tries to give best insurance policies to 

their customers so they get more profit in result of increase 

customer pool.  

0 0 5 

11.4 

33 

75 

6 

13.6 

4.0 

The management always updated their insurance policies 

for getting higher profit.  

0 0 10 

22.7 

31 

70.5 

3 

6.8 

3.8 

Return on Investment (ROI)       

The management is satisfied with the return getting from 

their investment. 

0 0 4 

9.1 

39 

88.6 

1 

2.3 

3.9 

The shareholders are satisfied with performance of the 

management for getting reasonable profit on their 

investment. 

0 0 4 

9.1 

33 

75 

7 

15.9 

4.0 

The management always tries to invest the funds in the 

risk free area. 

0 0 11 

25 

29 

65.9 

4 

9.1 

3.8 

The investors are interested in getting higher return by 

facing higher risk. 

0 0 3 

6.8 

36 

81.8 

5 

11.4 

4.0 

Premium on Policies (Growth)       

The feedback of the customers shows that they are 

satisfied with the management. 

0 0 9 

20.5 

23 

52.3 

12 

27.3 

4.0 

The premium rate of this firm is well enough in attracting 

more customers. 

0 0 20 

45.5 

17 

38.6 

7 

15.9 

3.7 

The premium rate of this firm is much more attractive to 

other insurance firms or even banks 

0 0 21 

47.7 

12 

27.3 

11 

25 

3.7 
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The customers are not attracting to only particular 

insurance policy but all policies are offering attractive 

premiums. 

0 
1 

2.3 

13 

29.5 

29 

65.9 

1 

2.3 

3.6 

Accurate Knowledge of the Policies (Growth)       

The sales staff are well aware that they can easily guide 

the customers even an illiterate person on their polices  
0 

5 

11.4 

11 

25 

20 

45.5 

8 

18.2 

3.7 

The management is always supportive when the sales staff 

need their help  
0  

14 

31.8 

20 

45.5 

10 

22.7 

3.9 

The staff paid personal visits to their clients to transmit 

clear picture of the firm and their insurance policies  
0 

5 

11.4 

8 

18.2 

31 

70.5 
0 

3.5 

Breakup of premium structure are discussing with every 

client every month 
0 

2 

4.5 

6 

13.6 

36 

81.8 
0 

3.7 

Value(VL)       

The reputation of the firm is much higher than the starting 

time. 
0 

3 

6.8 

16 

36.4 

25 

56.8 
0 

3.5 

The profit of the insurance firm leads to increasing its 

value in the insurance sector. 
0 

7 

15.9 

12 

27.3 

25 

56.8 
0 

3.4 

The premium is the significant factor in getting more 

customers. 
0 

7 

15.9 

5 

11.4 

32 

72.7 
0 

3.5 

The customer perceived this insurance firm is the best. 
0 

5 

11.4 

8 

18.2 

31 

70.5 
0 

3.5 

 

The table is the results of mean averages of the items included in the questionnaire. 

The mean value of “The management tries to give best insurance policies to their customers 

so they get more profit in result of increase customer pool” is 4.0 included 33 i.e. 75% in 

agree while 11.4 % i.e. 5 respondents on the neutral scale. The mean of “The management 

always updated their insurance policies for getting higher profit” is 3.8 comprises of 31 i.e. 

70.5 % in agree while 10 i.e. 22.7 in neutral scale. The table is the results of mean averages 

of the items included in the questionnaire. The mean value of “The shareholders are satisfied 

with performance of the management for getting reasonable profit on their investment” is 4.0 

included 33 i.e. 75% in agree while 9.1 % i.e. 4 respondents on the neutral scale. The mean 
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of “The investors are interested in getting higher return by facing higher risk” is 4.0 

comprises of 36 i.e. 81.8 % in agree while 3 i.e. 6.8 in neutral scale. The mean value of “The 

feedback of the customers shows that they are satisfied with the management” is 4.0 included 

23 i.e. 52.3% in agree while 20.5 % i.e. 9 respondents on the neutral scale and 12 

respondents with 27.3 % on the strongly agree scale. The mean value of “The management is 

always supportive when the sales staff need their help” is 3.9 included 20 i.e. 45.5 % in agree 

while 31.8 % i.e. 14 respondents on the neutral scale and 10 respondents with 22.7 % on the 

strongly agree scale. The mean value of “The premium is the significant factor in getting 

more customers” is 3.8 included 32 i.e. 72.7 % in agree while 11.4 % i.e. 5 respondents on 

the neutral scale and 7 respondents with 15.9 % on the disagree scale.  

 

Factor Analysis of parameters 

 
Table 4. 14 

Factor Analysis 

 Factors  PBP PROD WPB 

Bonus  0.835 
  

Commission  0.772 
  

Incentives  0.518 
  

Increments 0.723 
  

Reward  0.552 
  

Salary  0.672 
  

Advances 
 

0.731 
 

Deposits  
 

0.584 
 

Return on assets 
 

0.493 
 

Return on investment  
 

0.574 
 

Value  
 

0.733 
 

Affective Commitment  
  

0.693 

Continuous commitment  
  

0.631 

Hygiene factors  
  

0.614 
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Justice  
  

0.584 

Motivation  
  

0.499 

Normative Commitment  
  

0.603 

Organization citizenship behavior   0.668 

 

The figure in the above table revealed from factor analysis i.e. outer loading taken 

after running the model on the bootstrapping method. The findings of test showed that the 

loading values are more than .50 which shows that the above parameters can be included in 

the study, also these can be found significantly explaining the variables.  

Reliability and Validity  

Table 4. 15 

Reliability statistics of parameters 

S. No Variable Cronbach Alpha AVE 

1 Performance Based pay 0.759 0.750 

2 Workplace Behavior 0.771 0.794 

3 Organizational Productivity  0.859 0.661 

 

S. No Variable Cronbach  

Alpha 
AVE 

1 PBP .710 .683 

2 Incentives .770 .636 

3 Rewards .791 .628 

4 Bonus .801 .620 

5 Commission  .882 .580 



 

82 
 

6 Increment .891 .590 

7 Salary Structure  .703 .614 

8 Organization  Citizenship 

behavior 

.805 .700 

9 Affective Commitment  .719 .586 

10 Continuance commitment  .734 .602 

11 Normative commitment  .709 .589 

12 Hygiene factors .801 .634 

13 Motivational factors .831 .617 

14 Distributive justice .770 .654 

15 ROA .701 .644 

16 ROI .715 .569 

17 Growth .735 .597 

18 Value .709 .562 

 

Above is the table of reliability statistics, which was used to check the validity of the 

variables for the data collection. The standard value in this regard is .70 means 70% 

reliability. The values of the alpha in the above table show that all the variables/items are 

valid and reliable. The average variance extracted for each construct as showed in the above 

table, the AVE of each construct is above than the minimum value of .50, which confirms the 

convergent validity.  

Both convergent and discriminant validity was established, as the AVE of each 

construct is higher than .50, as showed in above Table, which means that it actual measure 

the same as expected, further the discriminant validity was established using correlations 

matrix, in the below tables the value of AVE is greater than that of the value of square 
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correlations of other factors or the square root of AVE (in bold) is greater than the values of 

correlation of other factors in same construct. 

Concluded that, the convergent validity confirmed that the proposed construct 

measured the same and factors of one construct were related within the same construct, 

secondly the discriminant validity through component correlation matrix confirmed that the 

factors of one construct is diverged from that of other construct. 

Component Correlation Matrix 

Table 4. 16 

Component Correlation Matrix (PBP) 

Component PB INC RE BN CN IN SS 

 (.826)       

PB 1.000 (.797)      

INC .623 1.000 (.792)     

RE .581 .433 1.000 (.784)    

BN .450 .567 .591 1.000 (.761)   

CN .598 .686 .319 .633 1.000 (.768)  

IN .613 .539 .617 .336 .375 1.000 (.783) 

SS .417 .637 .581 .520 .627 .657 1.000 

 

 

Table 4. 17 

Component Correlation Matrix (EWB) 

Component OCB AC CC NC HF MF JU 

 (.836)       

OCB 1.000 (.765)      

AC .323 1.000 (.775)     

CC .481 .491 1.000 (.767)    

NC .630 .576 .525 1.000 (.796)   

HF .568 .681 .671 .627 1.000 (.785)  

MF .513 .657 .472 .583 .637 1.000 (.808) 

JU .571 .582 .509 .419 .611 .639 1.000 
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Table 4. 18 

Component Correlation Matrix (OP) 

Component ROA ROI GR VL 

 (.802)    

ROA 1.000 (.754)   

ROI .568 1.000 (.772)  

GR .589 .573 1.000 (.750) 

VL .639 .535 .655 1.000 

 

The table shows the findings of correlation test which has been run in Smart PLS by 

using algorithm method. The correlation has been estimated by using the parameters of 

workplace behavior and productivity in private sector banks from banking sector of Pakistan. 

The negative values in the table show the negative relationship among the parameters while 

the positive is reflecting the positive association.   

Multicollinearity 

Table 4. 19 

Multicollinearity 

 Variables VIF 

Affective Commitment 1.960 

Advances 1.392 

Bonuses  1.647 

Continues commitment  1.623 

Commission  1.456 

Deposits  1.211 

Hygiene factors  1.816 

Incentives  1.274 

Increments 1.396 

Justice  1.972 
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Motivation  1.658 

Normative commitment  1.706 

Organization citizenship behavior  1.738 

Rewards  1.270 

Return on assets 1.233 

Return on investment  1.403 

Salary 1.080 

Firm value 1.104 

 

 The table shows the findings taken from the testing of multicollinearity used by smart 

PLS. the estimation of multicollinearity is the basic assumption while using the regression 

model. The present study has used Variance Inflation Factor (VIF) test to check level of 

inflation in the data observations. The studies have argued that up to 10 is the acceptable 

level for the selection of variable for the data collection. The above VIF values for the 

selected variables have shown the lesser value which argued that the variables are valid for 

including in the questionnaire and used for the data collection. 

Regression 

Table 4. 20 

Regression of WPB and OP 

 Organizational Productivity 

Variable R2 Adj. R2 P-value  Beta t-value P-value 

WPB .582 .580 .000  .763 26.776 .000 
 

Regression analysis was performed to checking the effects of workplace behavior on 

the organizational productivity in the insurance firm’s employees. Regression analysis 

reveals predictor variable, “workplace Behavior” significant for Organizational Productivity, 

R2 = .58, p = .000. Further, the R-square of the regression shows 58 percent variance in the 

organizational productivity by the workplace behavior. The p-value of the model is .00 which 

means that the chosen model for the findings the effects is significant.   
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Furthermore, the analysis shows significant effects of predictor variable on 

organizational productivity, (b = .76, t = 26.7), the beta of workplace behavior is .76 which 

means that the organizational productivity will be changed by .76 units when the workplace 

behavior is change by 1 unit OR when the workplace behavior shows change the productivity 

will show 76 percent change in the same direction. The t-value of WPB is 26.7 which 

concluded that the WPB has significant effects on the organizational productivity in case of 

employees of the insurance firms.  

 

PLS Algorithm  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 

Figure 4. 1 PLS Algorithm 

The above graph shows the result of path method of algorithm used Smart PLS for 

estimating the effect of independent variables on the dependent variable. The path is 

significant in estimating the coefficient or Beta for the variable to check the unit change in 

the dependent variables due to the all parameters of independent and moderating variables. 

The results of path coefficient for Work Place Behavior (WPB) shows that the beta value for 

affective commitment (AC) is 0.850, continuous commitment (CC) is 0.032 and 

organizational citizenship behavior (OCB) is 0.121, hygiene factor (HF) is 0.031, Justice 

(JU) 0.030, motivation (MO) is 0.841 and normative commitment (NC) is 0.780; these 

parameters are showing negative coefficient with the workplace behavior. The values for 

productivity in the above graph shows that the beta for advances (AD) is 0.935, deposits 
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(DP) is -0.083, ROA is 0.229, ROI is 0.932 and value (VL) is 0.048; the values are 

significantly higher and all the included parameters are showing positive coefficient.  

Algorithm (Bootstrapping) 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 4. 2 Algorithm (Bootstrapping) 

 

The results of bootstrapping (T-values by algorithm) for Work Place Behavior (WPB) 

shows that the t-values value for affective commitment (AC) is 14.5, continuous commitment 

(CC) is 0.16; hygiene factor (HF) is 0.221, Justice (JU) 0.24, motivation (MO) is 8.43 and 

normative commitment (NC) is 6.38 and organization citizenship behavior (OCB) is 0.86 

these parameters are showing t-value due to the act that the values are less than standard with 

the workplace behavior. The values for productivity in the above graph shows that the beta 

for advances (AD) is 45.2, deposits (DP) is 0.68, ROA is 1.38, ROI is 46.0 and value (VL) is 

0.37; these parameters are showing significant t-value due to the act that the values are less 

than standard with the productivity. 
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Table 4. 21 

Regression of PBP and OP 

 Organizational Productivity 

Variable R2 Adj. R2 P-value  Beta t-value P-value 

PBP 0.647 0.646 .000  .805 39.540 0.000 

 

Regression analysis reveals Performance Based Pay have significant, but low effect 

for Organizational Productivity, R2 = .64, p = .000. Further, R-square value is .64 which 

shows 64 percent significant effects of performance based pay on organizational productivity 

and the reason of less effects is, the insurance firms are mostly dealing in commission based 

agents or employees. Furthermore, the analysis shows significant effects of PBP on 

organizational productivity, (b = .805, t = 39.5), the beta of performance based pay is .80 

which shows .80 units change in response to the performance based pay changed by 1 unit.  

PLS Algorithm  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 4. 3PLS Algorithm 

 

The above graph shows the result of path method of algorithm used Smart PLS for 

estimating the effect of independent variables on the dependent variable. The path is 

significant in estimating the coefficient or Beta for the variable to check the unit change in 

the dependent variables due to the all parameters of independent and moderating variables.  

The findings of coefficient for performance based pay (PBP) shows that the beta for bonus 
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(BN) is 0.71, commission (CO) is 0.006, incentives (IN) is -0.012, increment (INC) is 0.76 

and salary (SA) is 0.08; the factors are having positive and good coefficient strength to 

include and represent the performance based pay (PBP). The values for productivity in the 

above graph shows that the beta for advances (AD) is 0.92, deposits (DP) is -0.13, ROA is 

0.30, ROI is 0.92 and value (VL) is -0.012; the values are significantly higher and all the 

included parameters are showing positive coefficient.  

 

PLS Algorithm (Bootstrapping) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 4. 4PLS Algorithm (Bootstrapping) 

The results of bootstrapping (T-values by algorithm) for performance based pay 

(PBP) shows that the beta for bonus (BN) is 5.1, commission (CO) is 0.04, incentives (IN) is 

0.10, increment (INC) is 5.9, reward (RE) is 0.15 and salary (SA) is 0.46; the factors are 

shows significant while less than 2 are insignificant and have enough relationship to include 

and represent the performance based pay (PBP). The values for productivity in the above 

graph shows that the beta for advances (AD) is 46.4, deposits (DP) is 1.20, ROA is 1.77, ROI 

is 45.9 and value (VL) is 0.09; these parameters are showing significant t-value due to the act 

that the values are less than standard with the productivity. 

Moderating Analysis 

To check the moderating effect of Performance Based Pay, regression analysis was 

done to find out the effect of PBP as moderating variable on EWB and OP. For this purpose 
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the values of variables were standardize by “Zeroed”, than variables X,M was multiply for 

creating interaction. First the value of R2 was checked for EWB without interaction of 

moderating variable and significance of the model, than moderating variable was added to 

check R2 change, for interaction effect and significance of the model.  

Figure 4. 5 

Moderating analysis 

 Organizational Productivity 

Variable R2 Adj. R2  Beta t-value P-value 

WPB .582a .580 .763 26.776 .000 

Interaction 

(WPBxPBP) 

.727b .724 0.279 3.264 .000 

 

Above is the table of models summary for checking the moderating role of 

performance based pay among the workplace behavior and organizational productivity in 

insurance firms. The model 1 was significant without interaction, R2 = .58, p = .000, while 

Model 2 was also significant with interaction, R2 = .727, and R2 change= .145, p = .000. The 

value of R2 was remaining significant for both of WPB and interaction. On the basis of R2 

value in the above table and significance of the model it is safely concluded that PBP has 

moderating role among workplace behavior and organizational productivity.   
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Figure 4. 6Mediating Effect  
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Section-II 

4.3 Public Sector Banks (Employees) 

Distribution on Gender Basis 

Table 4. 22 

Respondents on gender basis 

Scale Frequency Percentage  

Male 199 80 

Female 49 20 

Total 248 100.0 

 

The above table shows the results of distribution on gender basis. The findings show 

that the male respondents were 199 with 80 percent while the female were 49 with 20 

percent. The finding shows that the male are the majority of the respondents.  

Distribution on Age Basis 

Table 4. 23 

Respondents on age basis 

Scale Frequency Percentage  

Twenty to Twenty 

Five 
77 31 

Twenty Six to 

Thirty 
149 60 

>30 22 9 

Total 248 100.0 

 

The above table is the distribution on the basis of their ages. Three scale have been 

taken in the table which shows that there 77 respondent who had age from 20 to 25 with 31 

percent, 149 respondents had 26 to 30 with 60 percent while the 22 respondents had above 30 

age with 9 percent. The results show that the age group from 26 to 30 was in majority. 
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Distribution on Marital Status 

Table 4. 24 

Respondents on marital status basis 

Scale Frequency Percentage  

Married 119 48 

Single 129 52 

Total 248 100.0 

 

The above table shows the results of distribution on marital status. The findings show 

that the married respondents were 119 with 48 percent while the single respondents were 129 

with 52 percent. The finding shows that the married respondents were in majority of the 

respondents.  

Distribution on Qualification Basis 

Table 4. 25 

Respondents on qualification basis 

Scale Frequency Percentage  

Master 201 81 

MS 43 17 

Ph.D 4 2 

Total 248 100.0 

 

The above table is the distribution on the basis of their education. Three scale have 

been taken in the table which shows that there 201 respondent who had master education 

with 81 percent, 43 respondents had MS education with 17 percent while the 4 respondents 

had Ph.D with 2 percent. The results show that the master education was in majority.  
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Distribution of respondents on the basis of their service in current organization 

Table 4. 26 

Respondents on experience basis 

Scale Frequency Percentage  

< One year 80 32 

Two to Five Years 137 55 

> Five Years 31 13 

Total 248 100.0 

 

The above table is the distribution on the basis of their service in the current firm. 

Three scale have been taken in the table which shows that there 80 respondent who had less 

than a year with 32 percent, 137 respondents had 2 to 5 years with 55 percent while the 31 

respondents had above 5 years with 13 percent. 

4.4 Public Banks (Management) Demographic Distribution 

Distribution on Gender Basis 

Table 4. 27 

Respondents on gender basis 

Scale Frequency Percentage  

Male 84 95 

Female 04 5 

Total 88 100.0 

 

 The above table shows the results of distribution on gender basis. The findings show 

that the male respondents were 84 with 95 percent while the female were 4 with 5 percent. 

The finding shows that the male are the majority of the respondents.  
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Distribution on Age Basis 

Table 4. 28 

Respondents on age basis 

Scale Frequency Percentage  

Twenty to Twenty 

Five 
4 5 

Twenty Six to 

Thirty 
51 63 

>30 33 32 

Total 88 100.0 
 

 The above table is the distribution on the basis of their ages. Three scale have been 

taken in the table which shows that there 4 respondent who had age from 20 to 25 with 5 

percent, 51 respondents had 26 to 30 with 63 percent while the 33 respondents had above 30 

age with 32 percent. The results show that the age group from 26 to 30 was in majority.  

Distribution on Marital Status 

Table 4. 29 

Respondents on Material Basis 

Scale Frequency Percentage  

Married 86 98 

Single 2 2 

Total 88 100.0 

 

The above table shows the results of distribution on marital status. The findings show 

that the married respondents were 86 with 98 percent while the single respondents were 2 

with 2 percent. The finding shows that the married respondents were in majority of the 

respondents.  
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Distribution on Qualification Basis 

Table 4. 30 

Respondents on qualification basis 

Scale Frequency Percentage  

Master 53 60 

MS 33 38 

Ph.D 2 2 

Total 285 100.0 

 

The above table is the distribution on the basis of their education. Three scale have 

been taken in the table which shows that there 53 respondent who had master education with 

60 percent, 33 respondents had MS education with 38 percent while the 2 respondents had 

Ph.D with 2 percent. The results show that the master education was in majority.  

 

Distribution of respondents on the basis of their service in current organization 

Table 4. 31 

Respondents on experience basis 

Scale Frequency Percentage  

< One year 11 13 

Two to Five Years 49 55 

> Five Years 28 32 

Total 88 100.0 

 

The above table is the distribution on the basis of their service in the current firm. 

Three scale have been taken in the table which shows that there 11 respondent who had less 

than a year with 13 percent, 49 respondents had 2 to 5 years with 55 percent while the 28 

respondents had above 5 years with 32 percent.   
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Mean Averages  

Table 4. 32 

Mean responses of PBP 

Performance Based Pay (Public Employees) 1 2 3 4 5 M 

Pay increases should be based on performance   63 

25.4 

173 

69.8 

12 

4.8 

3.7 

Employees should be paid more based on 

performance 

  41 

16.5 

172 

69.4 

35 

14.1 

3.9 

Our pay program should be based on performance   50 

20.2 

167 

67.3 

31 

12.5 

3.9 

 

Incentives 

      

The amount of reward involved is not enough to 

demonstrate a change in performance in our 

organization. 

  124 

50 

111 

44.8 

13 

5.2 

3.5 

Performance incentive scheme negatively affects team 

spirit, and co-operation in our organization. 

  49 

19.8 

129 

52 

70 

28.2 

4.0 

Performance bonus incentive scheme is not successful 

in improving employee motivation 

 1 

.4 

73 

29.4 

173 

69.8 

1 

.4 

3.7 

Reward (Financial & Non Financial)       

Financial  rewards produces high quality work in our 

organization  

 5 

2 

11 

4.4 

111 

44.8 

121 

48.8 

4.4 

 Non Financial rewards produces high quality work in 

our organization 

  83 

33.5 

95 

38.3 

70 

28.2 

3.9 

Financial reward scheme has no effect on my work 

performance 

  102 

41.1 

85 

34.3 

61 

24.6 

3.8 

Non financial reward scheme has no effect on my 

work performance 

  13 

5.2 

147 

59.3 

88 

35.5 

4.3 

Bonus       

Performance incentive bonus scheme contribute to 

more effective Teamwork 

  18 

7.3 

205 

82.7 

25 

10.1 

4.0 

Performance incentive bonus negatively affect 

teamwork, and 

cooperation can suffer 

 43 

17.3 

19 

7.7 

179 

72.2 

7 

2.8 

3.6 

The most important thing about a job is bonus in our 

organization. 

 7 

2.8 

60 

24.2 

181 

73 

 3.7 

Commission       

Commission is the source that can motivate the 

employee in our organization 

 1 

.4 

68 

27.4 

35 

14.1 

144 

58.1 

4.2 

Commission can lead the firm to increase their sale     190 

76.6 

58 

23.4 

4.2 

Increment       
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The increment in my organization  is based on 

performance  

 1 

.4 

5 

2 

234 

94.4 

8 

3.2 

4.0 

Incentives can lead the job to be finished on time 79 

31.9 

3 

1.2 

37 

14.9 

129 

52 

 2.8 

Incentives can  reduced the absenteeism   105 

42.3 

137 

55.2 

6 

2.4 

3.6 

Salary Structure       

The salary structure in my organization is satisfactory   12 

4.8 

169 

68.1 

67 

27 

4.2 

The salary structure is based on performance   8 

3.2 

108 

43.5 

132 

53.2 

4.5 

The salary structure is according to the market trend  3 

1.2 

58 

23.4 

187 

75.4 

 3.7 

 

The mean value of “The salary structure is based on performance” is 4.5 included 132 

i.e. 53.2 % in strongly agree while 43.5 % i.e. 108 respondents on the agree scale and 8 

respondents with 3.2 % on the neutral scale. The mean value of “Financial  rewards produces 

high quality work in our organization” is 4.4 included 121 i.e. 48.8 % in strongly agree while 

44.8 % i.e. 111 respondents on the agree scale and 5 respondents with 2 % on the disagree 

scale. The mean value of “Non financial reward scheme has no effect on my work 

performance” is 4.3 included 88 i.e. 35.5 % in strongly agree while 59.3 % i.e. 147 

respondents on the agree scale and 13 respondents with 5.2 % on the neutral scale.   

 

Table 4. 33 

Mean responses of WPB 

Employee Workplace Behavior (Public Employees) 

Organization Citizenship Behavior (OCB)       

I am invited to attend all training to enhance my skills.  57 

23 

9 

3.6 

179 

72.2 

3 

1.2 

3.5 

I am free to show reaction in negative situation   5 

2 

184 

74.2 

59 

23.8 

4.2 

I have to work hard in my job because of co-worker 

incompetent attitude. 

  50 

20.2 

195 

78.6 

3 

1.2 

3.8 

My attendance at work is above the normal   12 

4.8 

235 

94.8 

1 

.4 

3.9 

I obey my organization rules and regulation even when 

no one is watching. 

  4 

1.6 

237 

95.6 

7 

2.8 

4.0 

I do not take extra breaks during working hours   13 

5.2 

104 

41.9 

131 

52.8 

4.4 
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Affective Commitment       

I am not emotionally involved with this organization.   61 

24.6 

55 

22.2 

132 

53.2 

4.2 

I really feel as if this organization’s problems are my 

own 

 12 

4.8 

108 

43.5 

85 

34.3 

43 

17.3 

3.6 

This organization has a great deal of meaning to me 
 5 

2 

85 

34.3 

130 

52.4 

28 

11.3 

3.7 

I have to work harder at my job because I find my 

colleague/co worker incompetent. 

 5 

2 

25 

10.1 

193 

77.8 

25 

10.1 

3.9 

Continuance Commitment       

I often think about leaving my job.  5 

2 

9 

3.6 

230 

92.7 

4 

1.6 

3.9 

I scan news paper in search of alternative job 

opportunities. 

  31 

12.5 

216 

87.1 

1 

.4 

3.8 

My current job is satisfying my personal needs.   5 

2 

159 

64.1 

84 

33.9 

4.3 

I feel I cannot leave this organization because few 

options available to me 

 57 

23 

9 

3.6 

179 

72.2 

3 

1.2 

3.5 

Normative Commitment       

My loyalty to this organization is very little      5 

2 

184 

74.2 

59 

23.8 

4.2 

I find a greater similarity between my own values and 

that of the organization 

  50 

20.2 

195 

78.6 

3 

1.2 

3.8 

Jumping from organization to organization does not 

seem at all unethical for me 

  12 

4.8 

235 

94.8 

1 

.4 

3.9 

Hygiene Factor       

I am proud to work for this organization because the 

company policy is favorable for its workers. 

  4 

1.6 

237 

95.6 

7 

2.8 

4.0 

My colleagues here in this organization are helpful and 

friendly. 

  13 

5.2 

104 

41.9 

131 

52.8 

4.4 

The working conditions are good and safe in my 

organization 

  61 

24.6 

55 

22.2 

132 

53.2 

4.2 

I believe my job is secure here in this organization.  12 

4.8 

108 

43.5 

85 

34.3 

43 

17.3 

3.6 

My supervisors/seniors are strong and trustworthy 

leaders. 

 5 

2 

85 

34.3 

130 

52.4 

28 

11.3 

3.7 

I believe my salary in this organization is fair and 

sufficient to meet my need. 

 5 

2 

25 

10.1 

193 

77.8 

25 

10.1 

3.9 

I feel satisfied because of the comfort I am provided at 

work. 

 5 

2 

9 

3.6 

230 

92.7 

4 

1.6 

3.9 

Motivator Factor       

I feel satisfied with my job because it gives me feeling 

of accomplishment. 

  31 

12.5 

216 

87.1 

1 

.4 

3.8 

My job allows me to learn new skills for career 

advancement. 

  5 

2 

159 

64.1 

84 

33.9 

4.3 
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My job is challenging and exciting.   63 

25.4 

173 

69.8 

12 

4.8 

3.7 

I am provided with all resources to perform the task   41 

16.5 

172 

69.4 

35 

14.1 

3.9 

Those who do best in their jobs, have a fair chance of 

promotion in this organization. 

  50 

20.2 

167 

67.3 

31 

12.5 

3.9 

My work/performance  is appreciated by my 

organization 

  124 

50 

 

111 

44.8 

13 

5.2 

3.9 

My job allows me to grow and develop being as a 

person. 

  49 

19.8 

129 

52 

70 

28.2 

3.5 

Organization Justice (Distributive Justice)       

My work schedule in this organization is fair   1 

.4 

73 

29.4 

173 

69.8 

4.0 

I think that my level of pay is fair  5 

2 

11 

4.4 

111 

44.8 

121 

48.8 

3.7 

I consider my work load to be quit fair   83 

33.5 

95 

38.3 

70 

28.2 

4.4 

Overall, the rewards I receive here are quite fair   102 

41.4 

85 

34.3 

61 

24.6 

3.9 

 

The mean value of “I do not take extra breaks during working hours” is 4.4 included 

131 i.e. 52.8 % in agree while 41.9 % i.e. 104 respondents on the neutral scale and 13 

respondents with 5.2 % on the disagree scale. The mean value of “My current job is 

satisfying my personal needs” is 4.3 included 84 i.e. 33.9 % in strongly agree while 64.1 % 

i.e. 159 respondents on the agree scale and 5 respondents with 2 % on the neutral scale. The 

mean value of “My loyalty to this organization is very little” is 4.2 included 59 i.e. 23.8 % in 

strongly agree while 74.2 % i.e. 184 respondents on the agree scale and 5 respondents with 2 

% on the neutral scale.  The mean value of “My colleagues here in this organization are 

helpful and friendly” is 4.4 included 131 i.e. 52.8 % in strongly agree while 41.9 % i.e. 104 

respondents on the agree scale and 13 respondents with 5.2 % on the neutral scale. The mean 

value of “I consider my work load to be quit fair” is 4.4 included 70 i.e. 28.2 % in strongly 

agree while 38.3 % i.e. 95 respondents on the agree scale and 83 respondents with 33.5 % on 

the neutral scale. The mean value of “My job allows me to learn new skills for career 

advancement” is 4.3 included 84 i.e. 33.9 % in strongly agree while 64.1 % i.e. 159 

respondents on the agree scale and 5 respondents with 2 % on the disagree scale. 
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Mean Averages (Productivity) 

Table 4. 34 

Mean responses of Productivity 

Return on Assets (ROA) S.D D N A S.A M 

Return on assets (ROA, %) of our company is well below 

the average return of insurance sector. 

 3 

3.4 

18 

20.5 

67 

76.1 

 3.7 

As the part of the management, you are satisfied with the 

profit of the insurance firm. 

 17 

19.3 

9 

10.2 

59 

67 

3 

3.4 

3.5 

The management tries to give best insurance policies to 

their customers so they get more profit in result of increase 

customer pool.  

 5 

5.7 

18 

20.5 

65 

73.9 

 4.1 

The management always updated their insurance policies 

for getting higher profit.  

 17 

19.3 

68 

77.3 

3 

3.4 

 3.8 

Return on Investment (ROI)       

The management is satisfied with the return getting from 

their investment. 

  5 

5.7 

82 

93.2 

1 

1.1 

3.9 

The shareholders are satisfied with performance of the 

management for getting reasonable profit on their 

investment. 

  4 

4.5 

77 

87.5 

7 

8 

4.0 

The management always tries to invest the funds in the 

risk free area. 

  22 

25 

60 

68.2 

6 

6.8 

3.8 

The investors are interested in getting higher return by 

facing higher risk. 

  12 

13.6 

66 

75 

10 

11.4 

3.9 

Premium on Policies (Growth)       

The feedback of the customers shows that they are 

satisfied with the management. 

  18 

20.5 

54 

61.4 

16 

18.2 

3.9 

The premium rate of this firm is well enough in attracting 

more customers. 

  41 

46.6 

38 

43.2 

9 

10.2 

3.6 

The premium rate of this firm is much more attractive to   29 

33 

34 

38.6 

25 

28.4 

3.9 
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other insurance firms or even banks 

The customers are not attracting to only particular 

insurance policy but all policies are offering attractive 

premiums. 

 
1 

1.1 

26 

29.5 

60 

68.2 

1 

1.1 

3.6 

Accurate Knowledge of the Policies       

The sales staff are well aware that they can easily guide 

the customers even an illiterate person on their polices  
 

5 

5.7 

11 

12.5 

40 

45.5 

32 

36.4 

4.1 

The management is always supportive when the sales staff 

need their help  
  

29 

33 

37 

42 

22 

25 

3.9 

The staff paid personal visits to their clients to transmit 

clear picture of the firm and their insurance policies  
 

9 

10.2 

14 

15.9 

65 

73.9 
 

3.6 

Breakup of premium structure are discussing with every 

client every month 
 

3 

3.4 

11 

12.5 

74 

84.1 
 

3.8 

Value(VL)       

The reputation of the firm is much higher than the starting 

time. 
 

9 

10.2 

29 

33 

50 

56.8 
 

3.4 

The profit of the insurance firm leads to increasing its 

value in the insurance sector. 
 

16 

18.2 

26 

29.5 

46 

52.3 
 

3.3 

The premium is the significant factor in getting more 

customers. 
 

16 

18.2 

26 

29.5 

46 

52.3 
 

3.5 

The customer perceived this insurance firm is the best. 
 

9 

10.2 

14 

15.9 

65 

73.9 
 

3.6 

 

The table is the results of mean averages of the items included in the questionnaire. 

The mean value of “The management tries to give best insurance policies to their customers 

so they get more profit in result of increase customer pool” is 4.1 included 65 i.e. 73.9 % in 

agree while 20.5 % i.e. 18 respondents on the neutral scale. The mean of “The management 

always updated their insurance policies for getting higher profit” is 3.8 comprises of 68 i.e. 

77.3 % in agree while 17 i.e. 19.3 in disagree scale. The table is the results of mean averages 

of the items included in the questionnaire. The mean value of “The shareholders are satisfied 

with performance of the management for getting reasonable profit on their investment” is 4.0 
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included 77 i.e. 87.5 % in agree while 8 % i.e. 7 respondents on the strongly agree scale. The 

mean of “The investors are interested in getting higher return by facing higher risk” is 3.9 

comprises of 66 i.e. 75 % in agree while 10 i.e. 11.4 in strongly agree. The table is the results 

of mean averages of the items included in the questionnaire. The mean value of “The sales 

staff are well aware that they can easily guide the customers even an illiterate person on their 

policies” is 4.1 included 40 i.e. 45.5 % in agree while 36.4 % i.e. 32 respondents on the 

strongly agree scale. The mean of “The management is always supportive when the sales 

staff need their help” is 3.9 comprises of 37 i.e. 42 % in agree while 22 i.e. 25 in strongly 

agree scale. The table is the results of mean averages of the items included in the 

questionnaire. The mean value of “The customer perceived this insurance firm is the best” is 

3.6 included 65 i.e. 73.9 % in agree while 15.9 % i.e. 14 respondents on the neutral scale. 

The mean of “The premium is the significant factor in getting more customers” is 3.5 

comprises of 46 i.e. 52.3 % in agree while 26 i.e. 29.5 in neutral scale.  

Factor Analysis of Parameters 

For factor analysis, principal component analysis was used to know the forecasted 

components from the current data set. The table shows that 7 components of PBP and EWB, 

and 4 components of OP have greater value than Kaiser’s Eigenvalues 1. 

Table 4. 35 

Factor Analysis (Outer Loading) 

 Factors  PBP PROD WPB 

Affective Commitment  
  

0.618 

Advances 
 

0.753 
 

Bonus  0.823 
  

Continuous commitment  
  

0.611 

Commission  0.599 
  

Deposits  
 

0.780 
 

Hygiene factors  
  

0.627 

Incentives  0.821 
  

Increments 
  

0.777 
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Justice  
  

0.609 

Motivation  
  

0.715 

Normative Commitment  
  

0.731 

Organization citizenship behavior 0.850 
  

Reward  
 

0.761 
 

Return on assets 
 

0.515 
 

Return on investment  0.571 
  

Salary  
 

0.669 
 

Value     

 

 The findings argued which have been taken from the factor analysis i.e. outer loading 

taken after running the model on the bootstrapping method. The findings of test showed that 

the loading values are more than .50 which shows that the factors loading can be included in 

the study and can be found significantly explaining the variables.  

Multicollinearity 

Table 4. 36Multicollinearity 

 Variables VIF 

Affective Commitment 2.683 

Advances 1.464 

Bonuses  2.086 

Continues commitment  2.480 

Commission  1.320 

Deposits  1.625 

Hygiene factors  1.161 

Incentives  2.009 

Increments 1.307 

Justice  1.437 

Motivation  1.118 
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Normative commitment  1.720 

Organization citizenship behavior  2.322 

Rewards  1.059 

 

The table shows the findings taken from the testing of multicollinearity used by smart 

PLS. the estimation of multicollinearity is the basic assumption while using the regression 

model. The present study has used Variance Inflation Factor (VIF) test to check level of 

inflation in the data observations. The studies have argued that up to 10 is the acceptable 

level for the selection of variable for the data collection. The above VIF values for the 

selected variables have shown the lesser value which argued that the variables are valid for 

including in the questionnaire and used for the data collection. 

Reliability and Validity  

Table 4. 37 

Reliability and Validity of parameters 

S.No Variable Cronbach Alpha AVE 

1 Performance Based Pay 0.772 0.675 

2 Workplace Behavior 0.706 0.642 

3 Organizational Productivity 0.817 0.749 

 

S.No Variable Cronbach Alpha AVE 

1 PBP .810 .589 

2 Incentives .897 .599 

3 Rewards .770 .635 

4 Bonus .759 .594 

5 Commission  .727 .588 

6 Increment .807 .574 
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7 Salary Structure  .799 .583 

8 Organization Citizenship behavior .824 .597 

9 Affective Commitment  .860 .527 

10 Continuance commitment  .709 .628 

11 Normative commitment  .717 .549 

12 Hygiene factors .761 .624 

13 Motivational factors .901 .633 

14 Distributive justice .808 .590 

15 ROA .794 .588 

16 ROI .756 .559 

17 Growth .722 .554 

18 Value .741 .595 

 

The above is the table of reliability statistics which was used to check the validity of 

the variables for the data collection. The standard value in this regard is .70 means 70% 

reliability. The values of the alpha in the above table show that all the variables are valid and 

reliable. The average variance extracted for each construct as showed in the above table, 

AVE of each construct is above than the minimum value of .50, which confirms the 

convergent validity. 

Both convergent and discriminant validity was established, as the AVE of each 

construct is higher than .50, as showed in Table 4.47,  which means that it actual measure the 

same as expected, further the discriminant validity was established using correlations matrix, 

in the below tables the value of AVE is greater than that of the value of square correlations of 



 

107 
 

other factors or the square root of AVE (in bold) is greater than the values of correlation of 

other factors in same construct, as reveals in Table 4.48,4.49 and 4.50. 

Concluded that, the convergent validity confirmed that the proposed construct 

measured the same and factors of one construct were related within the same construct, 

secondly the discriminant validity through correlation matrix confirmed that the factors of 

one construct is diverged from that of other construct. 

Component Correlation Matrix 

Table 4. 38 

Component Correlation Matrix (PBP) 

Component PB INC RE BN CO IN SS 

 (.767)       

PB 1.000 (.774)      

INC .444 1.000 (.797)     

RE .583 .612 1.000 (.771)    

BN .369 .387 .517 1.000 (.766)   

CO .618 .419 .631 .618 1.000 (.758)  

IN .557 .537 .499 .427 .511 1.000 (.763) 

SS .437 .511 .359 .355 .482 .459 1.000 

 

Table 4. 39 

Component Correlation Matrix (EWB) 

Component OCB AC CC NC HF MF JU 

 (.772)       

OCB 1.000 (.725)      

AC .669 1.000 (.792)     

CC .531 .472 1.000 (.741)    

NC .421 .379 .536 1.000 (.790)   

HF .655 .523 .551 .447 1.000 (.796)  

MF .571 .579 .469 .522 .578 1.000 (.767) 

JU .661 .541 .633 .417 .483 .594 1.000 
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Table 4. 40 

Component Correlation Matrix (OP) 

 

Component ROA ROI GR VL 

 (.767)    

ROA 1.000 (.747)   

ROI .478 1.000 (.744)  

GR .534 .577 1.000 (.771) 

VL .519 .489 .547 1.000 

 

The table shows the findings of correlation test which has been run in Smart PLS by 

using algorithm method. The correlation has been estimated by using the parameters of 

workplace behavior and productivity in public sector banks from banking sector of Pakistan.  
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Regression 

Table 4. 41 

Regression of WPB and OP 

 Organizational Productivity 

Variable R2 Adj.R2 P-value  Beta t-value P-value 

WPB .178 .175 .000  .422 2.359 .000 

 

Regression analysis was performed to checking the effects of workplace behavior on 

the organizational productivity in public sector banks employees. Regression analysis reveals 

predictor variable, “workplace Behavior” significant for Organizational Productivity,          

R2 = .178, p = .000. The result reveals that, the R-square of the regression shows 17 percent 

variance in the organizational productivity by the workplace behavior. The p-value of the 

model is .000 which means that the chosen model for the findings the effects is significant.   

Furthermore, the analysis shows significant effects of predictor variable on 

organizational productivity, (b = .422, t = 2.35), the coefficient of the workplace behavior is 

.716 which means that the organizational productivity will be changed by .42 units when the 

workplace behavior is change by 1 unit OR when the workplace behavior shows change the 

organizational productivity will show 42 percent change in the same direction. The t-value of 

WPB is 2.35 which concluded that the WPB has significant effects on the organizational 

productivity in case of employees of the public sector banks operating in Peshawar.  
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PLS Algorithm  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 4. 7PLS Algorithm 

The above graph shows the result of path method of algorithm used Smart PLS for 

estimating the effect of independent variables on the dependent variable. The path is 

significant in estimating the coefficient or Beta for the variable to check the unit change in 

the dependent variables due to the all parameters of independent and moderating variables. 

The results of path coefficient for Work Place Behavior (WPB) shows that the beta value for 

affective commitment (AC) is 0.42, continuous commitment (CC) is 0.37 and organizational 

citizenship behavior (OCB) is 0.29, hygiene factor (HF) is 0.55, Justice (JU) 0.78, motivation 

(MO) is 0.64 and normative commitment (NC) is 0.06; these parameters are showing 

negative coefficient with the workplace behavior. The values for productivity in the above 

graph shows that the beta for advances (AD) is 0.20, deposits (DP) is -0.14, ROA is 0.61, 

ROI is 0.87 and value (VL) is 0.05; the values are significantly higher and all the included 

parameters are showing positive coefficient.  
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PLS Algorithm (Bootstrapping) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 4. 8Bootstrapping (T-values by algorithm) 

The results of bootstrapping (T-values by algorithm) for Work Place Behavior (WPB) 

shows that the t-values value for affective commitment (AC) is 1.6, continuous commitment 

(CC) is 1.39; hygiene factor (HF) is 2.88, Justice (JU) 3.33, motivation (MO) is 3.0 and 

normative commitment (NC) is 0.20 and organization citizenship behavior (OCB) is 1.18 

these parameters are showing t-value due to the act that the values are less than standard with 

the workplace behavior. The values for productivity in the above graph shows that the beta 

for advances (AD) is 0.44, deposits (DP) is 0.31, ROA is 2.46, ROI is 2.58 and value (VL) is 

0.14; these parameters are showing significant t-value due to the act that the values are less 

than standard with the productivity. 

Regression 

Table 4. 42 

Regression of PBP and OP 

 Organizational Productivity 

Variable R2 Adj.R2 P-value  Beta t-value P-value 

PBP 0.388 .385 .000  -.623 14.912 .000 
 

Regression analysis was performed to checking the effects of workplace behavior on 

the organizational productivity in Public sector Banks employees. Regression analysis 
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reveals that variable, “Performance Based Pay” was significant for Organizational 

Productivity, R2 = .388, p = .000. The result reveals that, the R-square value is .388 which 

shows 38 percent effects of performance based pay on organizational productivity and the 

reason of high effects is, the employees in the public sector banks are getting higher salaries 

as compared to the private banks and also they are receiving financial benefits and incentives 

that is the reason that they are mostly satisfied with the pay they are getting.  

Furthermore, the analysis shows significant but negative effects of predictor variable 

on organizational productivity, (b = -.623, t = 14.91), the beta of performance based pay is-

.62 which shows that OP will decrease by .62 unit in response to 1 unit change in 

performance based pay. The t-value (14.91) confirms that the performance based pay has 

significant effects on the organizational productivity in case of public sector banks.  

 

PLS Algorithm 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 4. 9Path method of algorithm 

The above graph shows the result of path method of algorithm used Smart PLS for 

estimating the effect of independent variables on the dependent variable. The path is 

significant in estimating the coefficient or Beta for the variable to check the unit change in 

the dependent variables due to the all parameters of independent and moderating variables.  

The findings of coefficient for performance based pay (PBP) shows that the beta for bonus 

(BN) is 0.81, commission (CO) is 0.59, incentives (IN) is 0.82, increment (INC) is 0.34 and 

salary (SA) is -0.56; the factors are having good coefficient strength to include and represent 



 

113 
 

the performance based pay (PBP). The values for productivity in the above graph shows that 

the beta for advances (AD) is 0.75, deposits (DP) is 0.79, ROA is 0.41, ROI is -0.47 and 

value (VL) is 0.69; the values are significantly higher and all the included parameters are 

showing positive coefficient.  

PLS Algorithm (Bootstrapping) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 4. 10T-values by algorithmfor performance based pay 

The results of bootstrapping (T-values by algorithm) for performance based pay 

(PBP) shows that the beta for bonus (BN) is 4.0, commission (CO) is 3.6, incentives (IN) is 

3.9, increment (INC) is 3.9, reward (RE) is 3.9 and salary (SA) is 3.7; the factors are shows 

significant while less than 2 are insignificant and have enough relationship to include and 

represent the performance based pay (PBP). The values for productivity in the above graph 

shows that the beta for advances (AD) is 3.9, deposits (DP) is 3.9, ROA is 3.0, ROI is 3.3 and 

value (VL) is 3.9; these parameters are showing significant t-value due to the act that the 

values are less than standard with the productivity. 
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Moderating Analysis  

 

Table 4. 43 

Moderating analysis 

 Organizational Productivity 

Variable R2 Adj.R2 P-value  Beta t-value P-value 

WPB .178a .175 .000  .422 2.359 .000 

Interaction 

(WPBxPBP) 

.437b .430 .000  .083 1.335 0.069 

a. Predictor: (Constant), EWB 

b. Predictor: (Constant),EWB,PBP 

 

The above is the table of models summary for checking the moderating role of 

performance based pay among the workplace behavior and organizational productivity in 

insurance firms.  The model 1 was significant without interaction, R2 = .170, p = .000, while 

Model 2 was not significant with interaction, R2 = .43, R2 Change= .258, p = .069. The value 

of R2 with insignificance of the model confirmed that there is moderation occur. Further the 

insignificant t-value also argued that PBP has no moderating role among workplace behavior 

and organizational productivity.   



 

115 
 

 

Figure 4. 11Moderating role of performance based pay 
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Section-III 

4.5 Private Sector Banks (Employees) Demographic Distribution 

Distribution on Gender Basis 

Table 4. 44 

Respondents on gender basis 

Scale Frequency Percentage  

Male 153 65 

Female 81 35 

Total 234 100.0 

 

The above table shows the results of distribution on gender basis. The findings show 

that the male respondents were 153 with 65 percent while the female were 81 with 35 

percent. The finding shows that the male are the majority of the respondents.  

 

Distribution on Age Basis 

Table 4. 45 

Respondents on age basis 

Scale Frequency Percentage  

Twenty to Twenty 

Five 
56 24 

Twenty Six to 

Thirty 
139 59 

>30 39 17 

Total 234 100.0 

 

The above table is the distribution on the basis of their ages. Three scale have been 

taken in the table which shows that there 56 respondent who had age from 20 to 25 with 24 
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percent, 139 respondents had 26 to 30 with 59 percent while the 39 respondents had above 30 

age with 17 percent. The results show that the age group from 26 to 30 was in majority. 

Distribution on Marital Status 

Table 4. 46 

Respondents on marital status basis 

 

Scale Frequency Percentage  

Married 109 47 

Single 125 53 

Total 234 100.0 
 

The above table shows the results of distribution on marital status. The findings show 

that the married respondents were 109 with 47 percent while the single respondents were 125 

with 53 percent. The finding shows that the married respondents were in majority of the 

respondents.  

Distribution on Qualification Basis 

Table 4. 47 

Respondents on qualification basis 

Scale Frequency Percentage  

Master 183 78 

MS 49 21 

Ph.D 2 1 

Total 234 100.0 
 

The above table is the distribution on the basis of their education. Three scale have 

been taken in the table which shows that there 183 respondent who had master education 

with 78 percent, 49 respondents had MS education with 21 percent while the 2 respondents 

had Ph.D with 1 percent. The results show that the master education was in majority.  
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Distribution of respondents on the basis of their service in current organization 

Table 4. 48 

Respondents on experience basis 

Scale Frequency Percentage  

< One year 75 32 

Two to Five Years 114 49 

> Five Years 45 19 

Total 234 100.0 

 

The above table is the distribution on the basis of their service in the current firm. 

Three scale have been taken in the table which shows that there 75 respondent who had less 

than a year with 32 percent, 114 respondents had 2 to 5 years with 49 percent while the 45 

respondents had above 5 years with 19 percent.   

 

4.6 Private Banks (Management) Demographic Distribution 

Distribution on Gender Basis 

Table 4. 49 

Respondents on gender basis 

Scale Frequency Percentage  

Male 116 87 

Female 17 13 

Total 133 100.0 

 

The above table shows the results of distribution on gender basis. The findings show 

that the male respondents were 116 with 87 percent while the female were 17 with 13 

percent. The finding shows that the male are the majority of the respondents.  
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Distribution on Age Basis 

Table 4. 50 

Respondents on age basis 

Scale Frequency Percentage  

Twenty to Twenty 

Five 
7 5 

Twenty Six to Thirty 98 74 

>30 28 21 

Total 133 100.0 

 

The above table is the distribution on the basis of their ages. Three scale have been 

taken in the table which shows that there 7 respondent who had age from 20 to 25 with 5 

percent, 98 respondents had 26 to 30 with 74 percent while the 28 respondents had above 30 

age with 21 percent. The results show that the age group from 26 to 30 was in majority. 

 

Distribution on Marital Status 

Table 4. 51 

Respondents on marital basis 

Scale Frequency Percentage  

Married 115 86 

Single 18 14 

Total 133 100.0 

 

The above table shows the results of distribution on marital status. The findings show 

that the married respondents were 115 with 86 percent while the single respondents were 18 

with 14 percent. The finding shows that the married respondents were in majority of the 

respondents.  
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Distribution on Qualification Basis 

Table 4. 52 

Respondents on qualification basis 

Scale Frequency Percentage  

Master 94 71 

MS 35 26 

Ph.D 4 3 

Total 133 100.0 
 

The above table is the distribution on the basis of their education. Three scale have 

been taken in the table which shows that there 94 respondent who had master education with 

71 percent, 35 respondents had MS education with 26 percent while the 4 respondents had 

Ph.D with 3 percent. The results show that the master education was in majority.  

 

Distribution of respondents on the basis of their service in current organization 

Table 4. 53 

Respondents on experience basis 

Scale Frequency Percentage  

< One year 67 50 

Two to Five Years 45 34 

> Five Years 21 16 

Total 133 100.0 

 

The above table is the distribution on the basis of their service in the current firm. 

Three scale have been taken in the table which shows that there 67 respondent who had less 

than a year with 50 percent, 45 respondents had 2 to 5 years with 34 percent while the 21 

respondents had above 5 years with 16 percent.   
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Mean Average  

Table 4. 54 

Mean responses of PBP 

Performance Based Pay Private Employees 1 2 3 4 5 M 

Pay increases should be based on performance   61 

26.1 

162 

69.2 

11 

4.7 

3.7 

Employees should be paid more based on performance   38 

16.2 

162 

69.2 

34 

14.5 

3.9 

Our pay program should be based on performance   48 

20.5 

156 

66.7 

30 

12.8 

3.9 

Incentives       

The amount of reward involved is not enough to 

demonstrate a change in performance in our organization. 

  116 

49.6 

105 

44.9 

13 

5.6 

3.5 

Performance incentive scheme negatively affects team 

spirit, and co-operation in our organization. 

  47 

20.1 

121 

51.7 

66 

28.2 

4.0 

Performance bonus incentive scheme is not successful in 

improving employee motivation 

 1 

.4 

69 

29.5 

163 

69.7 

1 

.4 

3.7 

 

 

Reward (Financial & Non Financial) 

      

Financial  rewards produces high quality work in our 

organization  

 5 

2.1 

11 

4.7 

104 

44.4 

114 

47.7 

4.3 

 Non Financial rewards produces high quality work in our 

organization 

  77 

32.9 

90 

38.5 

67 

28.6 

3.9 

Financial reward scheme has no effect on my work 

performance 

  95 

40.6 

81 

34.6 

58 

24.6 

3.8 

Non financial reward scheme has no effect on my work 

performance 

  13 

5.6 

137 

58.5 

84 

35.9 

4.3 

Bonus       

Performance incentive bonus scheme contribute to more 

effective Teamwork 

  17 

7.3 

193 

82.5 

24 

10.3 

4.0 

Performance incentive bonus negatively affect teamwork, 

and 

cooperation can suffer 

 40 

17.1 

18 

7.7 

169 

72.2 

7 

3.0 

3.6 

The most important thing about a job is bonus in our 

organization. 

 7 

3 

56 

23.9 

171 

73.1 

 3.7 

Commission       

Commission is the source that can motivate the employee 

in our organization 

 1 

.4 

63 

26.9 

34 

14.5 

136 

58.1 

4.3 

Commission can lead the firm to increase their sale     180 

76.9 

54 

23.1 

4.2 

Increment       

The increment in my organization  is based on performance   1 

.4 

5 

2.1 

220 

94 

8 

3.4 

4.0 
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Incentives can lead the job to be finished on time 74 

31.6 

3 

1.3 

36 

15.4 

121 

51.7 

 2.8 

Incentives can  reduced the absenteeism   98 

41.9 

130 

55.6 

5 

2.6 

3.6 

Salary Structure       

The salary structure in my organization is satisfactory   11 

4.7 

159 

67.9 

64 

27.4 

4.2 

The salary structure is based on performance   7 

3 

102 

43.6 

125 

53.4 

4.5 

The salary structure is according to the market trend  3 

1.3 

54 

23.1 

177 

75.6 

 3.7 

 

The mean value of “The salary structure is based on performance” is 4.5 included 125 

i.e. 53.4 % in strongly agree while 43.6 % i.e. 102 respondents on the agree scale and 7 

respondents with 3 % on the neutral scale. The mean value of “Financial  rewards produces 

high quality work in our organization” is 4.3 included 114 i.e. 47.7 % in strongly agree while 

44.4 % i.e. 104 respondents on the agree scale and 11 respondents with 4.7 % on the disagree 

scale. The mean value of “Non financial reward scheme has no effect on my work 

performance” is 4.3 included 84 i.e. 35.9 % in strongly agree while 58.5 % i.e. 137 

respondents on the agree scale and 13 respondents with 5.6 % on the neutral scale.   

Table 4. 55 

Mean responses of WPB 

Employee Workplace Behavior (Private Employees) 

Organization Citizenship Behavior (OCB)       

I am invited to attend all training to enhance my skills.  53 

22.6 

9 

3.8 

169 

72.2 

3 

1.3 

3.5 

I am free to show reaction in negative situation   5 

2.1 

174 

74.4 

55 

23.5 

4.2 

I have to work hard in my job because of co-worker 

incompetent attitude. 

  47 

20.1 

184 

78.6 

3 

1.3 

3.8 

My attendance at work is above the normal   11 

4.7 

222 

94.9 

1 

.4 

3.9 

I obey my organization rules and regulation even when 

no one is watching. 

  4 

1.7 

223 

95.3 

7 

3 

4.0 

I do not take extra breaks during working hours   13 

5.6 

98 

41.9 

123 

52.6 

4.4 

Affective Commitment       

I am not emotionally involved with this organization.   57 

24.4 

53 

22.6 

124 

53 

4.2 
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I really feel as if this organization’s problems are my 

own 

 11 

4.7 

101 

43.2 

81 

34.6 

41 

17.5 

3.6 

This organization has a great deal of meaning to me 
 5 

2.1 

80 

34.2 

122 

52.1 

27 

11.5 

3.7 

I have to work harder at my job because I find my 

colleague/co worker incompetent. 

 5 

2.1 

24 

10.3 

181 

77.4 

24 

10.3 

3.9 

Continuance Commitment        

I often think about leaving my job.  5 

2.1 

9 

3.8 

216 

92.3 

4 

1.7 

3.9 

I scan news paper in search of alternative job 

opportunities. 

  30 

12.8 

203 

86.8 

1 

.4 

3.8 

My current job is satisfying my personal needs.   5 

2.1 

149 

63.7 

80 

34.2 

4.2 

I feel I cannot leave this organization because few 

options available to me 

 53 

22.6 

9 

3.8 

169 

72.2 

3 

1.3 

3.5 

Normative Commitment        

My loyalty to this organization is very little      5 

2.1 

174 

74.4 

55 

23.5 

4.2 

I find a greater similarity between my own values and 

that of the organization 

  47 

20.1 

184 

78.6 

3 

1.3 

3.8 

Jumping from organization to organization does not 

seem at all unethical for me 

  95 

40.6 

81 

34.6 

58 

24.6 

3.8 

Hygiene Factors       

I am proud to work for this organization because the 

company policy is favorable for its workers. 

  11 

4.7 

222 

94.9 

1 

.4 

3.9 

My colleagues here in this organization are helpful and 

friendly. 

  4 

1.7 

223 

95.3 

7 

3 

4.0 

The working conditions are good and safe in my 

organization 

  13 

5.6 

98 

41.9 

123 

52.6 

4.4 

I believe my job is secure here in this organization.   57 

24.4 

53 

22.6 

124 

53 

4.2 

My supervisors/seniors are strong and trustworthy 

leaders. 

 11 

4.7 

101 

43.2 

81 

34.6 

41 

17.5 

3.6 

I believe my salary in this organization is fair and 

sufficient to meet my need. 

 5 

2.1 

80 

34.2 

122 

52.1 

27 

11.5 

3.7 

I feel satisfied because of the comfort I am provided at 

work. 

 5 

2.1 

24 

10.3 

181 

77.4 

24 

10.3 

3.9 

Motivator Factors       

I feel satisfied with my job because it gives me feeling 

of accomplishment. 

 5 

2.1 

9 

3.8 

216 

92.3 

4 

1.7 

3.9 

My job allows me to learn new skills for career 

advancement. 

  30 

12.8 

203 

86.8 

1 

.4 

3.8 

My job is challenging and exciting.   5 

2.1 

149 

63.7 

80 

34.2 

3.8 

I am provided with all resources to perform the task   61 

26.1 

162 

69.2 

11 

4.7 

4.3 
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Those who do best in their jobs, have a fair chance of 

promotion in this organization. 

  38 

16.2 

162 

69.2 

34 

14.5 

3.7 

My work/performance  is appreciated by my 

organization 

  48 

20.5 

156 

66.7 

30 

12.8 

3.9 

My job allows me to grow and develop being as a 

person. 

  116 

49.6 

105 

44.9 

13 

5.6 

3.5 

Organization Justice (Distributive Justice)       

My work schedule in this organization is fair   47 

20.1 

121 

51.7 

66 

28.2 

4.0 

I think that my level of pay is fair  1 

.4 

69 

29.5 

163 

69.7 

1 

.4 

3.7 

I consider my work load to be quit fair  5 

2.1 

11 

4.7 

104 

44.4 

114 

48.7 

4.3 

Overall, the rewards I receive here are quite fair   77 

32.9 

90 

38.5 

67 

28.6 

3.9 

 

The mean value of “I do not take extra breaks during working hours” is 4.4 included 

123 i.e. 52.6 % in strongly agree while 41.9 % i.e. 98 respondents on the agree scale and 13 

respondents with 5.6 % on the neutral scale. The mean value of “My current job is satisfying 

my personal needs” is 4.2 included 80 i.e. 34.2 % in strongly agree while 63.7 % i.e. 149 

respondents on the agree scale and 5 respondents with 2.1 % on the neutral scale. The mean 

value of “My loyalty to this organization is very little” is 4.2 included 55 i.e. 23.5 % in 

strongly agree while 74.4 % i.e. 174 respondents on the agree scale and 5 respondents with 

2.1 % on the neutral scale. The mean value of “The working conditions are good and safe in 

my organization” is 4.4 included 123 i.e. 52.6 % in strongly agree while 41.9 % i.e. 98 

respondents on the agree scale and 13 respondents with 5.6 % on the neutral scale. The mean 

value of “I consider my work load to be quit fair” is 4.3 included 114 i.e. 48.7% in strongly 

agree while 44.4 % i.e. 104 respondents on the agree scale and 5 respondents with 2.1 % on 

the disagree scale. The mean value of “I am provided with all resources to perform the task” 

is 4.3 included 11 i.e. 4.7 % in strongly agree while 69.2 % i.e. 162 respondents on the agree 

scale and 61 respondents with 26.1 % on the neutral scale. 
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Mean averages (Productivity) 

Table 4. 56 

Mean responses of Productivity 

Return on Assets (ROA) S.D D N A S.A M 

Return on assets (ROA, %) of our company is well below 

the average return of insurance sector. 

 3 

2.3 

30 

22.6 

100 

75.2 

 3.7 

 

As the part of the management, you are satisfied with the 

profit of the insurance firm. 

 29 

21.8 

9 

6.8 

92 

69.2 

3 

2.3 

3.5 

The management tries to give best insurance policies to 

their customers so they get more profit in result of increase 

customer pool.  

  5 

3.8 

99 

74.4 

29 

21.8 

4.1 

The management always updated their insurance policies 

for getting higher profit.  

  27 

20.3 

103 

77.4 

3 

2.3 

3.8 

Return on Investment (ROI)       

The management is satisfied with the return getting from 

their investment. 

  7 

5.3 

125 

94 

1 

.8 

3.9 

The shareholders are satisfied with performance of the 

management for getting reasonable profit on their 

investment. 

  4 

3 

122 

91.7 

7 

5.3 

4.0 

The management always tries to invest the funds in the 

risk free area. 

  33 

24.8 

92 

69.2 

8 

6 

3.8 

The investors are interested in getting higher return by 

facing higher risk. 

  

 

20 

15 

96 

72.2 

17 

12.8 

3.9 

Premium on Policies (Growth)    

 

   

The feedback of the customers shows that they are 

satisfied with the management. 

  27 

20.3 

86 

64.7 

20 

15 

3.9 

The premium rate of this firm is well enough in attracting 

more customers. 

  65 

48.9 

58 

43.6 

10 

7.5 

3.5 

The premium rate of this firm is much more attractive to   35 

26.3 

61 

45.9 

37 

27.8 

4.0 
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other insurance firms or even banks 

The customers are not attracting to only particular 

insurance policy but all policies are offering attractive 

premiums. 

 
1 

.8 

40 

30.1 

91 

68.4 

1 

.8 

3.6 

Accurate Knowledge of the Policies       

The sales staff are well aware that they can easily guide 

the customers even an illiterate person on their polices  
 

5 

3.8 

11 

8.3 

61 

45.9 

56 

42.1 

4.2 

The management is always supportive when the sales staff 

need their help  
  

44 

33.1 

54 

40.6 

35 

26.3 

3.9 

The staff paid personal visits to their clients to transmit 

clear picture of the firm and their insurance policies  
 

14 

10.5 

22 

16.5 

97 

72.9 
 

3.6 

Breakup of premium structure are discussing with every 

client every month 
 

4 

3 

17 

12.8 

112 

84.2 
 

3.8 

Value(VL)       

The reputation of the firm is much higher than the starting 

time. 
 

14 

10.5 

43 

32.3 

76 

57.1 
 

3.4 

The profit of the insurance firm leads to increasing its 

value in the insurance sector. 
 

27 

20.3 

39 

29.3 

67 

50.4 
 

3.3 

The premium is the significant factor in getting more 

customers. 
 

24 

18 

14 

10.5 

95 

71.4 
 

3.5 

The customer perceived this insurance firm is the best. 
 

14 

10.5 

22 

16.5 

97 

72.9 
 

3.6 

 

The table is the results of mean averages of the items included in the questionnaire. 

The mean value of “The management tries to give best insurance policies to their customers 

so they get more profit in result of increase customer pool” is 4.1 included 29 i.e. 21.8 % in 

strongly agree while 74.4 % i.e. 99 respondents on the agree scale. The mean of “The 

management always updated their insurance policies for getting higher profit” is 3.8 

comprises of 3 i.e. 2.3 % in strongly agree while 77.4 i.e. 103 in agree scale.  

The table is the results of mean averages of the items included in the questionnaire. 

The mean value of “The shareholders are satisfied with performance of the management for 
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getting reasonable profit on their investment” is 4.0 included 7 i.e. 5.3 % in strongly agree 

while 91.7 % i.e. 122 respondents on the agree scale. The mean of “The investors are 

interested in getting higher return by facing higher risk” is 3.9 comprises of 17 i.e. 12.8 % in 

strongly agree while 72.2 i.e. 96 in agree scale.  

The mean value of “The premium rate of this firm is much more attractive to other 

insurance firms or even banks” is 4.0 included 37 i.e. 27.8 % in strongly agree while 45.9 % 

i.e. 61 respondents on the agree scale and 35 respondents with 26.3 % on the neutral scale. 

The mean value of “The sales staff are well aware that they can easily guide the customers 

even an illiterate person on their polices” is 4.2 included 56 i.e. 42.1 % in strongly agree 

while 45.9 % i.e. 61 respondents on the agree scale and 11 respondents with 8.3 % on the 

neutral scale.  

The mean value of “The customer perceived this insurance firm is the best” is 3.6 

included 97 i.e. 72.9 % in agree while 16.5 % i.e. 22 respondents on the neutral scale and 14 

respondents with 10.5 % on the disagree scale. The mean value of “The premium is the 

significant factor in getting more customers” is 3.5 included 95 i.e. 71.4 % in agree while 

10.5 % i.e. 14 respondents on the neutral scale and 24 respondents with 18 % on the disagree 

scale.  

Factor Analysis (Outer Loading) 

Table 4. 57 

Factor Analysis (Outer Loading) 

Factors  PBP PROD WPB 

Affective Commitment      0.641 

Advances   0.677   

Bonuses  0.779     

Continuous commitment      0.744 

Commission 0.573     

Deposits    0.747   

Hygiene factors      0.778 
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Increment  0.672     

Incentives  0.655     

Justice      0.681 

Motivation      0.919 

Normative commitment      0.648 

Organization citizenship behavior      0.735 

Pay 0.631     

Reward  0.777     

Return on assets    0.914   

Return on investment    0.675   

Salary  0.797     

Value    0.894   

 

 The findings argued which have been taken from the factor analysis i.e. outer loading 

taken after running the model on the bootstrapping method. The findings of test showed that 

the loading values are more than .50 which shows that the factors loading can be included in 

the study and can be found significantly explaining the variables.  

Multicollinearity 

 Variables VIF 

Affective Commitment 2.258 

Advances 2.227 

Bonuses  1.334 

Continues commitment  2.930 

Commission  2.287 

Deposits  1.620 

Hygiene factors  1.991 

Incentives  1.355 

Increments 1.073 

Justice  1.145 
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Motivation  1.284 

Normative commitment  2.046 

Organization citizenship behavior  1.495 

Rewards  1.283 

 

The table shows the findings taken from the testing of multicollinearity used by smart 

PLS. The estimation of multicollinearity is the basic assumption while using the regression 

model. The present study has used Variance Inflation Factor (VIF) test to check level of 

inflation in the data observations. The studies have argued that up to 10 is the acceptable 

level for the selection of variable for the data collection. The above VIF values for the 

selected variables have shown the lesser value which argued that the variables are valid for 

including in the questionnaire and used for the data collection. 
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Reliability and Validity  

Table 4. 58 

Reliability statistics of parameters 

S.No. Variable Cronbach Alpha AVE 

1 Performance Based Pay 0.844 0.670 

2 Workplace Behavior 0.791 0.680 

3 Organizational Productivity 0.731 0.616 

 

S.No. Variable Cronbach Alpha AVE 

1 PBP .711 .577 

2 Incentives .810 .638 

3 Rewards .729 .626 

4 Bonus .771 .616 

5 Commission  .749 .601 

6 Increment .889 .523 

7 Salary Structure  .812 .640 

8 Organization Citizenship behavior .782 .647 

9 Affective Commitment  .761 .630 

10 Continuance commitment  .906 .534 

11 Normative commitment  .915 .630 

12 Hygiene factors .876 .600 

13 Motivational factors .801 .591 

14 Distributive justice .776 .679 
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15 ROA .751 .548 

16 ROI .789 .641 

17 Growth .706 .569 

18 Value .722 .521 

 

The above is the table of reliability statistics which was used to check the validity of 

the variables for the data collection. The standard value in this regard is .70 means 70% 

reliability. The values of the alpha in the above table show that all the variables are valid and 

reliable. The variance extracted for each construct as showed in the above table, the AVE of 

each construct is above than the minimum value of .50, which means that convergent validity 

is established.  

Both convergent and discriminant validity was established, as the AVE of each 

construct is higher than .50, as showed in above Table,  which means that it actual measure 

the same as expected, further the discriminant validity was established using correlations 

matrix, in the below tables the value of AVE is greater than that of the value of square 

correlations of other factors or the square root of AVE (in bold) is greater than the values of 

correlation of other factors in same construct, as reveals in Tables. 

Concluded that, the convergent validity confirmed that the proposed construct 

measured the same and factors of one construct were related within the same construct, 

secondly the discriminant validity through correlation matrix confirmed that the factors of 

one construct is diverged from that of other construct. 
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Component Correlation Matrix 

Table 4. 59 

Component Correlation Matrix (PBP) 

Component PB INC RE BN CO IN SS 

 (.759)       

PB 1.000 (.798)      

INC .639 1.000 (.791)     

RE .514 .577 1.000 (.785)    

BN .588 .549 .522 1.000 (.775)   

CO .479 .592 .584 .623 1.000 (.723)  

IN .563 .611 .481 .517 .536 1.000 (.80) 

SS .523 .567 .507 .436 .428 .537 1.000 

 

Table 4. 60 

Component Correlation Matrix (EWB) 

Component OCB AC CC NC HF MF JU 

 (.804)       

OCB 1.000 (.794)      

AC .647 1.000 (.731)     

CC .566 .396 1.000 (.794)    

NC .527 .552 .523 1.000 (.774)   

HF .548 .627 .578 .490 1.000 (.769)  

MF .517 .482 .501 .407 .546 1.000 (.824) 

JU .472 .566 .481 .541 .582 .573 1.000 

 

Table 4. 61 

Component Correlation Matrix (OP) 

Component ROA ROI GR VL 

 (.740)    

ROA 1.000 (.801)   

ROI .554 1.000 (.754)  

GR .631 .563 1.000 (.722) 

VL .492 .587 .536 1.000 
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The tables show the findings of correlation test which has been run in Smart PLS by 

using algorithm method. The correlation has been estimated by using the parameters of 

Workplace Behavior, Performance Based Pay and Productivity in private sector banks from 

banking sector of Pakistan.  

 

Regression 

Table 4. 62 

Regression of WPB and OP 

 Organizational Productivity 

Variable R2 Adj.R2 P-value  Beta t-value P-value 

WPB 0.782 0.781 .000  0.884 29.389 .000 
 

Regression analysis was performed for checking the effects of workplace behavior on 

the organizational productivity in Private Banks employees. Regression analysis reveals 

predictor variable, “workplace Behavior” significant for Organizational Productivity,          

R2 = .782, p = .000. The result reveals that, the R-square of the regression shows 78 percent 

variance in the organizational productivity by the workplace behavior. The p-value of the 

model is .000 which means that the chosen model for the findings the effects is significant.   

Furthermore, the analysis shows significant effects of predictor variable on 

organizational productivity, (b = .884, t = 29.38), the coefficient of the workplace behavior is 

.846 which means that the organizational productivity will be changed by .88 units when the 

workplace behavior is change by 1 unit OR when the workplace behavior shows change the 

productivity will show 88 percent change in the same direction. The t-value of WPB is 29.3 

which concluded that the WPB has significant effects on the organizational productivity in 

case of employees of the private banks.  
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PLS Algorithm 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 4. 12Path method of algorithm 

The above graph shows the result of path method of algorithm used Smart PLS for 

estimating the effect of independent variables on the dependent variable. The path is 

significant in estimating the coefficient or Beta for the variable to check the unit change in 

the dependent variables due to the all parameters of independent and moderating variables. 

The results of path coefficient for Work Place Behavior (WPB) shows that the beta value for 

affective commitment (AC) is 0.45, continuous commitment (CC) is 0.15 and organizational 

citizenship behavior (OCB) is 0.28, hygiene factor (HF) is 0.28, Justice (JU) 0.46, motivation 

(MO) is -0.03 and normative commitment (NC) is 0.35; these parameters are showing 

negative coefficient with the workplace behavior. The values for productivity in the above 

graph shows that the beta for advances (AD) is 0.17, deposits (DP) is 0.24, ROA is 0.92, ROI 

is 0.65 and value (VL) is 0.16; the values are significantly higher and all the included 

parameters are showing positive coefficient.  
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PLS Algorithm (Bootstrapping) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 4. 13 T-values by algorithm for Work Place Behavior 

The results of bootstrapping (T-values by algorithm) for Work Place Behavior (WPB) 

shows that the t-values value for affective commitment (AC) is 3.1, continuous commitment 

(CC) is 1.14; hygiene factor (HF) is 1.98, Justice (JU) 4.7, motivation (MO) is 36.9 and 

normative commitment (NC) is 0.28 and organization citizenship behavior (OCB) is 2.5 

these parameters are showing t-value due to the act that the values are less than standard with 

the workplace behavior. The values for productivity in the above graph shows that the beta 

for advances (AD) is 1.11, deposits (DP) is 1.62, ROA is 36.9, ROI is 8.01 and value (VL) is 

1.21; these parameters are showing significant t-value due to the act that the values are less 

than standard with the productivity. 
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Regression analysis of PBP and OP 

Table 4. 63 

Regression of PBP and OP 

 Organizational Productivity 

Variable R2 Adj.R2 P-value  Beta t-value P-value 

PBP .620 .619 .000  .788 28.502 .000 
 

 

Regression analysis reveals Performance Based Pay have significant, but low effect 

for Organizational Productivity, R2 = .62, p = .000. Further, R-square value is .62 which 

shows 62 percent effects of performance based pay on organizational productivity. 

Furthermore, the analysis shows significant effects of PBP on organizational productivity, (b 

= .788, t = 28.5), the beta of performance based pay is .789, which shows .78 units change in 

response to the performance based pay changed by 1 unit. The t-value confirms that the 

performance based pay has significant effects on the organizational productivity in case of 

private sector banks.  
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PLS Algorithm 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 4. 14Coefficient for performance based pay 

The above graph shows the result of path method of algorithm used Smart PLS for 

estimating the effect of independent variables on the dependent variable. The path is 

significant in estimating the coefficient or Beta for the variable to check the unit change in 

the dependent variables due to the all parameters of independent and moderating variables.  

The findings of coefficient for performance based pay (PBP) shows that the beta for bonus 

(BN) is 0.79, commission (CO) is 0.60, incentives (IN) is 0.69, increment (INC) is 0.12 and 

salary (SA) is 0.17; the factors are having positive and good coefficient strength to include 

and represent the performance based pay (PBP). The values for productivity in the above 

graph shows that the beta for advances (AD) is 0.16, deposits (DP) is 0.25, ROA is 0.87, ROI 

is 0.71 and value (VL) is 0.27; the values are significantly higher and all the included 

parameters are showing positive coefficient.  
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PLS Algorithm (Bootstrapping) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 4. 15 T-values by algorithm for performance based pay 

The results of bootstrapping (T-values by algorithm) for performance based pay 

(PBP) shows that the beta for bonus (BN) is 16.1, commission (CO) is 6.3, incentives (IN) is 

9.2, increment (INC) is 1.0, reward (RE) is 9.1 and salary (SA) is 1.34; the factors are shows 

significant while less than 2 are insignificant and have enough relationship to include and 

represent the performance based pay (PBP). The values for productivity in the above graph 

shows that the beta for advances (AD) is 1.09, deposits (DP) is 1.75, ROA is 27.2, ROI is 

11.1 and value (VL) is 2.1; these parameters are showing significant t-value due to the act 

that the values are less than standard with the productivity. 

Moderating Analysis 

Table 4. 64 

Moderating analysis 

 

 Organizational Productivity 

Variable R2 Adj.R2 P-value  Beta t-value P-value 

WPB 0.762a 0.761 .000  0.884 29.389 .000 

Interaction 

(WBPxPBP) 

0.871b .869 .000  0.124 2.493 .000 

a. Predictor: (Constant),EWB 

b. Predictor: (Constant),EWB, PBP 
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 The above is the table of models summary for checking the moderating role of 

performance based pay among the workplace behavior and organizational productivity in 

insurance firms.  The model 1 was significant without interaction, R2 = .78, p = .000, while 

Model 2 was significant with interaction, R2 = .81, R2 Change=.109, p = .000. The value of 

R2 and significance of the model reveals that moderation is occurred. The model is remains 

significant for WPB and interaction both. On the basis of increasing R2 the moderation has 

been confirmed but the significant t-value argued that PBP has moderating role among 

workplace behavior and organizational productivity.   

 
Figure 4. 16Moderating role of performance based pay 
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Chapter 5 

Discussion, Conclusion and Recommendations 

 

The purpose of the study was to find the effect of predictor variable on the outcome 

variable. In this study the correlation and regression was run using smart PLS to know the 

relation and effects of the variables: employee workplace behavior, the predictor or input 

variable, organizational productivity, the outcome variable or dependent variable, and 

performance based pay, the moderating variable. The analysis was done to find the effect of 

independent variable, “Employee Workplace Behavior” on the outcome variable, 

“Organizational Productivity” on first hand. Second, to find the effect of moderating variable 

“Performance Based Pay” on both independent variable, “Employee Workplace Behavior” 

and dependent variable, “Organizational Productivity”, the results of “R Square” “Adjusted 

R square” and “R2 Change”, and Coefficient of beta by using smart PLS and used structural 

equation model to check the relationship of loadings used in the variables for checking its 

effects on the dependent variables, were also done in this chapter.  

5.1 Dimension wise Discussion 

The findings taken from the results of partial least square model in Smart PLS shows 

that the affective commitment is having positive relationship with the workplace behavior 

which argued that employee arises from the positive attitude towards organization which is 

resulted from policies and activities that aim at promoting positive relation with the work 

group which ultimately have effects on productivity. Continues commitment is having 

positive association with workplace behavior among the selected employees. The findings 

argued that this commitment is founded on the benefit that an employee gets from 

organization, employee work hard to avoid losing anything of value. Justice is having 

positive association with the workplace behavior which concluded that organizations justice 

and in fairness and importantly to incorporate this into providing opportunity in participating 

in pay system design” the idea of justice was primarily utilized to discover employee’s 

attitude towards the degree of reward given. 
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Motivation is showing positive relationship with the workplace behavior which 

argued that Performance related pay plays an important role in describing employee 

motivation towards work and their satisfaction from pay. The basic parameters in current 

motivation plans of any organizations are monetary incentives and recognition, because they 

believe that the success factor lies in employee’s performance. The findings of normative 

commitment argued that this commitment result from an individual’s feeling of obligation to 

the organization. It also reflects the extent to which an employee’s perceptions are aligned to 

the basic values of organization. OCB is showing positive relationship with the workplace 

behavior which argued that organizational citizenship behavior is important factor for 

enhancing employee performance. The implication of the study is that it is prudent for bank 

employees to take on additional assignments, voluntarily assist new employees at work, keep 

a positive attitude and tolerate inconveniences at work so as to keep up with development in 

their own profession and also heighten organization’s performance.  

The results of the study shows positive relationship between bonus, commission and 

incentives with performance based pay which argued that employees also need the 

fulfillment of their psychological needs a part from bonuses and other monetary incentives 

employees also need non-monetary rewards. The basic idea of job based is that employees 

can’t be expected to put their best efforts without some form of bonus for provided that 

management and workers expectations diverge largely and workers are found to be self-

serving. From the available literature incentives, commission, pay structure, financial and 

non financial variables were considered for this research to measure the role of performance 

based pay. Findings show that there is a direct connection between performance and 

compensation few thought that higher pay would materialized and that monetary incentives 

very insignificant other researchers found a lack of financial motivation in pay for 

performance systems and that employee’s didn’t like that various side effects produced by 

merit pay in attendance of the employee’s. 

The results revealed that pay, reward and salary having positive relationship with the 

performance based pay. The results concluded that on the bases of these findings, employers 

are continually challenged to develop pay policies and procedures that will enable them to 

attract, motivate, retain and satisfy their employees. The evolution of modern motivation 



 

142 
 

theory, presents an overview of the thousands of research studies on motivation, and should 

be helpful in understanding how rewards can be used to motivate individuals in the 

workplace. Granting financial award to an individual that is directly proportional to 

individual, group or organizational performance it can also be described as a system in which 

increase in salary totally depends upon an individual’s achievement of goals and appraisal. 

The results show that advances, deposits, ROA ROI and value show positive relationship 

with the productivity. The findings argued that there was a relationship between salary, 

bonus, and firm performance. The association salary, bonus, return on assets, return on 

investment, deposits value of common stocks outstanding, were characterized as weak ratios 

respectively. From the current literature Profitability, Advances, Deposits, Return on Asset 

(ROA), Return on Investment (ROI), Profit and Value were considered for this research as 

the indicators for measuring the financial performance of the organization. 

5.2 Employee Workplace Behavior and Organizational Productivity 

In light of the objectives of the study, the result of the study reveals that Employee 

workplace behavior has significant effect on organizational productivity. The results of the 

current study accept the alternative hypothesis “H1: Employee behavior has significant 

effects on the Organizational productivity”, that Employee Workplace Behavior had a 

significant effect on the Organizational Productivity in case of Life Insurance Firms, Public 

and Private banks employees.  

The results of this study support the argument of the previous study conducted by 

Emeka, Amaka and Ejim (2015) which considered motivation of employees’ as the important 

aspect for organizational performance, the outcomes of this study also supported the findings 

of Bari, et al., (2013) that behavior of employees has a significant effect on the overall 

business. The findings of the study also associated with the study of Owusu (2012) stated 

that, the growth of any organization depends upon the employees. O’Reilly (2008) states that 

the organization gain success due to employee’s commitment and participation,  

 

 



 

143 
 

5.3 Performance Based Pay and Organizational Productivity 

The results of the study accept the alternative hypothesis “H2: Performance based pay 

has significant effect on the Organizational productivity”, that PBP has significant effect on 

organizational productivity in case of employees of Insurance Firms, Public and Private 

Banks, the outcome of this study matched and in support with the outcomes of the previous 

studies, like, Sarprong (2016) argue that money is the key element to motivate an employee; 

a motivated employee performed their best to achieve organizational objectives. Financial 

reward has a direct and positive effect on employee’s performance in the banks of Pakistan 

(Iqbal, Ijaz, Latif, & Mushtaq, 2015). Awan, and Asghar (2014) concluded that employee 

satisfaction and performance are correlated. Reward and performance of employee’s are 

correlated and have a significant impact on organization. Akhtar, Aziz, Hussain, Ali, and 

Salman (2014) their study reveals that financial reward has a significant effect on employee’s 

motivation. Khan, Shahid, Nawab, and Wali (2013) argues that both intrinsic and extrinsic 

reward is effective in job satisfaction and contributed towards employee performance in 

banking sector of Pakistan. Manzoor (2012) suggested that recognition has direct and 

positive impact on employee’s motivation and performance, which ultimately lead to 

organizational effectiveness. Owusu (2012) concluded that corporate performance depends 

on the performance of employees, and employee contributes in the achievement of 

organizational objectives in terms of deposits, profitability and other indicators. Concluded 

that, performance based pay has significant effect on organizational productivity, introducing 

performance based pay will lead the organizations to achieve its goals and improved its 

performance. The findings of this study support the findings of Sarprong (2016); Iqbal et al., 

(2015); Awan and Asghar (2014), because these studies were conducted on such 

organizations where employees received permanent pay, while in case of this study the 

employees (respondents) of the selected firms are not receiving permanent pay, additionally 

only the employees of the head office are on fixed salary.  

Other reasons may be that monetary rewards alone cannot provide job satisfaction. 

Employees also need the fulfillment of their psychological needs apart from bonuses and 

other monetary incentives, employees also need non-monetary rewards. Sincere and 

hardworking workers are mostly satisfied with just the notion that people recognize their 
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achievements and appreciate their skills. Those organization having only monetary reward 

plans should also incorporate non-financial rewards to their system to enhance the level of 

employee motivation (Shujat & Alam, 2013). Nsour (2012) in his study of five universities 

show the significance relationship of moral incentives in the growth and learning of in there 

universities.  

5.4 Moderation of Performance Based Pay 

In case of insurance firms the regression results of the study accept the alternative 

hypothesis “Performance based pay has significant moderation between the workplace 

behavior and Organizational productivity” and rejected null hypothesis, H3, that there is no 

moderation of PBP in between EWB and OP in case of employees of Life Insurance and 

Private Banks, argued that it has significant moderating effects due to the fact that the private 

sector is having the concept of performance based pay. Pay is one of those planned factors 

which affect our well to do the job in a better way onwards. It is actually the return of our 

entire services in any field. The real purpose of doing job or searching is to get attractive 

salary. Pay is set as a reward given in return of doing task as a mutually decided value. While 

giving unsuitable salaries based on duty performed, imparts the element of demonstration 

among the employees and thus in this way there remain less chance of the best staff in the 

companies. Supporters of the expectancy theory admit that the employees can be motivated 

for the better kind of performance if they are assured that they’ll be rewarded according to 

the level of their services (Ramlall, 2004). Vroom Expectancy theory suggests that an 

individual can choose a certain behavior over other behaviors because of its expecting 

favorable result. Montana et al., (2008), support this theory, and argues that an organization 

must match rewards directly to performance in such a way as desired or preferred by the 

individual. 

In case of Public Sector Banks, the results reject the alternative hypothesis, H3, that 

there is significant moderation of PBP in between EWB and OP, the results reveals that the 

model is insignificant, and the p-value of the analysis exposes insignificant after introduction 

of PBP, which means that there is no moderation of PBP in EWB and organizational 

Productivity. While in case of private sector banks, the results accept the alternate 

hypothesis, H3”Performance Based Pay has positive moderation between the workplace 
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behavior and Organizational productivity”, the results revealed significant moderation. It is 

concluded that, there is full moderation of PBP in between EWB and OP in case of Private 

Sector Banks and Insurance Firms. These finding of current study are associated with the 

previous studies outcomes like; Performance based pay is positively associated with 

employees output (Nyberg, Pieper, & Trevor, 2016). Nulla (2015) reveals that cash 

compensation that is salary and bonus of the employees’ speeds up firm’s performance. Joe, 

Wilk, Mullen, and Wanek (2014) argue that incentives pays are used as a tool of motivation. 

Armstrong (2005) define pay for performance as a person of granting financial award to an 

individual that is directly proportional to individual, group or organizational performance. 

Reinforcement theory suggests that a response followed by a reward certainly 

produces a good result in terms of performance (Thorndike’s Law of Effect). What this 

theory implies for compensation is that employee’s performance considerably increases when 

there is a monetary reward for them. The reverse of this is also possible that is when high 

performance is not followed by a reward the results of such performance are less in future. 

The theory actually stresses the importance of a person experiencing reward. Another theory 

that is expectancy theory also emphasizes the connection between rewards and behaviors. 

This theory basically believes in expected rewards, not those experienced.  

The employees of the Insurance, Public and Private Banks preferred performance 

based pay, majority of the respondents responded that the increase in salary should be based 

on performance of the employee, 86% of employee of Insurance firms and 70% of employee 

of Public and Private banks responded that the pay program should be based on performance. 

In 19th century Fredrick Winslow Taylor introduced reward system for the performance of 

the employees. After that, varieties of researches were conducted to study the reward relation 

with performance. Lawler, who is considered as the father of the Performance Based Pay 

model, concluded that in last century a number of researches focused on the performance 

based pay. The organizational implication of equity theory suggests that employees’ fair 

treatment motivate them to maintain a fair relationship with the co-workers as well as with 

the organization. The structure of this theory in the workplace is based on the ratio of the 

efforts made by employee as “input” and the reward given to employees against their efforts 

as “outcomes” (Guerrero et al., 2014). 
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Commitment in the concept of Employee’s workplace Behavior is one of the most 

important factors for the loyalty of employees; in case of insurance firms’ and banks’ 

employees, the overall commitment level is too low. Meyer and Allen (2004) assert that for 

employees, to work harder for achievement of organization goals, employees need to be 

committed to organization and have strong dedication. Organization commitment has three 

components that are Affective, Continuance and Normative, which cover the employee’s 

loyalty to organization, their strong holding to organization, and their strong bound to 

organization and their emotional attachment to organization. The affective, continuance and 

normative commitment in the concept of Employee’s workplace Behavior of the employee is 

not in the favor of organization, which ultimately affect the overall business. Management 

should focus on the areas and factors through which employees can show their loyalty to the 

organization, otherwise in the long run it is not healthy for the organization’s sustainability. 

As the data indicate, in normative commitment, majority of the respondents show their 

intentions to leave the job and search the newspaper for another job. The organizations 

should implement such policies which can motivate and satisfy the employees with the 

current job and organization, which in return gain the loyalty of the employees.  

According to Herzberg theory, job satisfaction and dissatisfaction are caused by 

opposite factors. He concluded in his study that motivators and hygiene factors are the two 

factors influencing employee behavior. The response of the employees regarding hygiene and 

motivator factor, are in favor of the firms, which is a positive sign for the success of 

organization. Employees of Life Insurance, Public and Private Banks are satisfied with their 

working environment and with their jobs. Motivated employees can achieve task effectively 

which ultimately contribute towards organization’s goals. 

The employees of the selected organizations are not fully satisfied with organization’s 

justice, especially in Life Insurance Company and in private banks; they are not satisfied 

with reward system and workload in their respective organizations. Employees’ response 

show that they are not satisfied with schedule of work, with the pay level, workload, and the 

responsibilities assigned to them. The management of these firms should focus on the 

distributive justice. The organizations should follow the principles of equity and provide 

equal opportunity to every employee on the basis of equality. The organizational implication 
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of equity theory suggests that employees’ fair treatment motivate them to maintain a fair 

relationship with the co-workers as well as with the organization. The structure of this theory 

in the workplace is based on the ratio of the efforts made by employee as “input” and the 

reward given to employees against their efforts as “outcomes” (Guerrero et al., 2014). 

In discussion with the management of the public sector banks, it was concluded that 

the employees were not happy with the current performance appraisal system of the banks, 

and the annual confidential reports (ACR) prepared for individual employee. They argue that 

it was not on justice, it was depend on the relations of managers with their subordinates. If 

they were happy from their employees they will prepared outstanding ACR report, and if 

they were unhappy from any of the employee than the ACR report will definitely go against 

that employee. It was also reported by the management of the public sector banks that most 

often employee resist to sign the annual confidential report prepared by the managers, 

because they were not happy with the report. In private sector banks the management of the 

banks reported that employees of the banks were currently not happy with the working hours 

of the banks.  

5.5 Conclusion 

The study results of insurance firms for employee behavior and organization 

productivity show that employee workplace behavior exhibits significant effects on the 

organization productivity, also performance based pay shows significant effect on the 

productivity in the insurance firms. The moderating analysis show that the performance 

based pay shows no moderating role between the workplace behavior and organization 

productivity. The correlations results show, that both workplace behavior and performance 

based pay have positive correlation with the organization’s productivity. Employees of the 

insurance firms were dissatisfied with the current reward and employment policy of the 

firms. As majority of the employees were employed on commission based, only the 

employees of the main offices of the firms are on permanent basis and getting fixed salary, 

while those employees working in field were not considered to be permanent employees of 

the firms, which lead to no moderation of PBP in insurance firms, employees of the firms 

demanded for fixed salary first than their performance will be rewarded. This outcome 



 

148 
 

identified new gap for researcher to conduct study on the reward system and its impact on 

employees’ behavior and organizational performance. 

 

Table 5. 1 

Summarize Results of Hypothesis (Insurance Firms) 

Hypotheses Accepted/Rejected 

H1: Employee behavior has significant effects on the Organizational 

productivity. 

Accepted 

H2: Performance based pay has significant effect on the 

Organizational productivity. 

Accepted 

H3: Performance based pay has significant moderation between the 

workplace behavior and Organizational productivity. 

Accepted 

 

The study results of public banks for employee behavior and organization 

productivity indicate that that workplace behavior shows positive and significant effects on 

the organization productivity, and performance based pay also has significant effect on the 

productivity in the public banks. The moderating analysis exhibit that the performance based 

pay shows insignificant moderating role between the workplace behavior and organization 

productivity. The correlation results show that both workplace behavior and performance 

based pay shows positive correlation with the organizational productivity. In public sector, 

employees work for fixed salary, either they are performing the best or not, they will receive 

salary at the end of the month. All those employees who were killing the time in the 

organization are happy with the current system of reward. On the other side those employees 

who did their jobs and perform their best preferred to be paid on performance.   
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Table 5. 2 

Summarize Results of Hypotheses (Public Banks) 

Hypotheses Accepted/Rejected 

H4: Employee behavior has significant effects on the 

Organizational productivity. 

Accepted 

H5: Performance based pay has significant effect on the 

Organizational productivity. 

Accepted 

H6: Performance based pay has significant moderation 

between the workplace behavior and Organizational 

productivity. 

Rejected 

 

Based on the results of private banks for employee behavior and organizational 

productivity show that workplace behavior shows positive  and significant effects on the 

organization productivity, and performance based pay also has significant effect on the 

productivity in the private banks. The moderating analysis shows that the performance based 

pay shows a moderating role among the workplace behavior and organization productivity. 

The correlation results shows that both workplace behavior and performance based pay show 

positive correlation with the organization productivity. In private sector reward totally 

depends on the performance of the employees, that’s the reason of moderation of PBP in 

private sector banks. 

 

Table 5. 3 

Summarize Results of Hypothesis (Private Banks) 

Hypotheses Accepted/Rejected 

H7: Employee behavior has significant effects on the    

Organizational productivity. 

Accepted 
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H8: Performance based pay has significant effect on the 

Organizational productivity. 

Accepted 

H9: Performance based pay has significant moderation between 

the workplace behavior and Organizational productivity. 

Accepted 

 

The study contributes to the field of knowledge by addressing the issue of 

performance based pay and its impact on employee workplace behavior and organizational 

productivity. Second, this study also contributes by evaluating the effect of PBP as 

moderating variable on EWB and OP. Thirdly, the study contributes to the field of 

knowledge by considering multi dimensions (seven scales) of employee workplace behavior 

in a single study, that are OCB, Affective Commitment, Continuance Commitment, 

Normative Commitment, Hygiene & Motivational Factors, and Distributive Justice. This will 

be beneficial for management of selected firms in designing Performance Base Pay to reward 

the employees of their organization and bring positive change in their behavior for the 

betterment of organization and for achieving goals. The study also contributes by identifying 

the gap for researchers to conduct further studies to explore new dimensions and its effects 

on workplace behavior and organizational productivity. 

5.6 Recommendations 

 The management of Life Insurance Firms, Public and Private Banks should adopt and 

implement the Performance Based Pay model in their respective organization in true 

spirit. These organizations should recognize the efforts of individual, groups by 

compensating them against incentives, bonuses, commission. Further, the 

management of the insurance firms shall adopt predefine pay structure. 

 These organizations should revise the extrinsic and intrinsic reward system, and the 

rewards should be based on the performance of the employee and also on the basis of 

justice. If employees perceive that they are rewarded equally, or on the basis of 

justice, they will become committed and motivated, which will lead to enhance 

organizational productivity. 



 

151 
 

 The findings of the study suggest that the employees of the insurance, public and 

private sector firms agree that the pay should be based on the performance of the 

employee, so it is recommended for their management that the performance based 

pay should be introduced in these firms where it is not yet implemented. 

 The current amount of incentive paid to employees in Insurance, Banks (Public & 

Private) are not enough to demonstrate changes in the employee’s performance, so 

the management should revise and increase the amount of incentives. 

 Both intrinsic and extrinsic rewards have affected the workplace behavior, in case of 

Life Insurance and Public Banks employees. They perceived both intrinsic and 

extrinsic reward a good sign in return of their performance, while in Private Banks 

employees give more preference to extrinsic reward rather than intrinsic. The 

management of these organizations has to adopt a combination of extrinsic and 

intrinsic reward system; in return it will increase the performance of the employees 

and in overall business performance. 

 Employees of Life Insurance, Public & Private Banks perceived bonus as an effective 

tool for performance, but for teamwork and cooperation it is perceived by the 

employees as adverse. These organizations should adopt a clear and fair bonus policy 

for their employees to motivate them, and introduce group bonus policy to encourage 

teamwork and cooperation in the organization. 

 In all of the selected organizations, employee’s perceived commission as a source of 

motivation; the selected organizations must pay commission in recognition of the 

efforts made by employees, which ultimately contributes to organization growth.  

 Citizenship is a volunteered behavior of employees in favor of organization, 

employees involved in organization task and environment beyond their job 

descriptions. The management of Insurance Companies, Banks (Public & Private) 

should reward the citizenship behavior of the employees to recognize their efforts, 

through which the achievement of organizations goals become easier. 
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 The affective, continuance and normative commitment of the employee is not in the 

favor of organization, which ultimately affect the overall business. Management 

should focus on the areas and factors through which employees can show their loyalty 

to the organization. Otherwise in the long run it is not conducive for the 

organization’s sustainability. 

 These organizations have to focus on the hygiene and motivator factors to maintain 

the job satisfaction of the employees, and focus on the working environment, to 

enhance the capability of the employees. In case of public banks, the management 

should recognize the work of their employees which bring a positive working 

environment as the employees of the public sector are not happy with the 

management response to their work. 

 The management of these firms should focus on the distributive justice. The 

organizations should follow the principles of equality and provide equal opportunity 

to every employee on the basis of equality. 

 Organizations have to adopt a fair policy regarding workload, pay system, work 

schedule and the reward system. Involving workers in designing pay system has clear 

benefits. It is noteworthy to include the findings of work on “organizations justice and 

in fairness, and importantly to incorporate this into providing opportunity in 

participating in pay system design” the idea of justice was primarily utilized to 

discover employees attitude towards the degree of reward given 

5.7 Limitations of the study 

 The research, due to limitation of time and resources, was confined to major banks 

and life insurance companies of KP. Information was gathered from primary source. Other 

possible constraints of the study such as, hiding of actual information by the management, 

relevant data unavailability, and uncooperative employees created difficulties while 

conducting this research. There were several limitations that were faced during this research.  
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 The staff working in organization with low qualification created a problem for the 

accurate data collection of the study, that’s why the researcher personally visited to 

banks and insurance firms to clarify the questions asked in questionnaire for them. 

 The non cooperative behavior of the staff in the organizations also gave a tough time 

to the researcher for collecting the most accurate replies for the items asked in the 

questionnaire, for which researcher and his assistant visited so many times to get 

responses from the respondents. 

 The meeting appointment for the most senior staff working in the firms was also the 

difficult job because of their busy schedule. The researcher paid many visits for every 

single manger to get reply from him/her. 

 The study was conducted in the Peshawar market only, the findings of the study 

should not be generalized on other firms. 

 

5.8Implication of the study 

 The results of this study have implications for the conceptualization and measurement 

of performance based pay and employee workplace behavior. The results of this study also 

have implications for theories addressing the antecedents of organizational productivity. The 

results of this study may also have implications for theories addressing the outcomes of 

performance based pay. Furthermore, the findings may also have implications for theories 

addressing the outcomes of positive employee workplace behavior. 

 

Theoretical Implication. The study used employee workplace behavior as 

independent, organizational productivity as dependent and performance based pay as 

moderating variable of the study. This research identified the impact of variables that effect 

employee workplace behavior which lead to a considerable change in the organizational 

productivity; special focus is given to the performance base pay and its role in sustaining 

employee motivation and commitment, leading to improvement in the organizational 

productivity. This study analyzed the effects of one variable on the other, and also analyzes 
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the moderating role of performance based pay in between the employee workplace behavior 

and organizational productivity.  

Practical Implication. The results of this study may have implications for managers. 

The findings of this study indicate that performance based pay and positive employee 

workplace behavior could have an impact on productivity. This study will help the bankers 

and insurance firms to best understand the phenomena and enhance productivity. The study 

will also be helpful in structuring the workplace environment to help employees to remain 

committed and motivated. The finding of the study leads the researcher to put forward 

recommendation for the insurance companies to boost motivation and commitment in their 

employees. 

Future Research Implication. The study explores new path and highlights new areas 

for researchers to conduct study on organization. The study recommends for researchers to 

conduct study on the organization to find out the impact of performance appraisal system on 

employee workplace behavior, and performance based pay. Secondly, what factors should be 

considered for evaluating performance of the employees meaning parameters for 

performance evaluation with a purpose to reward the performance of the best employees in 

the organization. The researchers are recommended to explore the effects of demographic 

differences on workplace behavior and organization productivity. Why there is no 

moderation in life insurance firms, is also a topic of future research. The current study is 

quantitative, for further research, researchers are recommended to conduct qualitative study. 

The current study also recommends researchers to study the three levels of organization 

justice with a special focus on distributive justice and its impact on employees’ behavior and 

reward system. 
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Annexure – A 

QUESTIONNAIRE 

 

This questionnaire has been designed to find out the importance of performance based pay 

(“Employee Work place Behavior and Organizational Performance/Productivity, a 

moderating role of Performance Based Pay. A case study of Banking sector & life 

insurance companies of Peshawar”). Your responses in this regard will be a healthy 

addition towards the analysis of the study. It is ensured that the information you provide will 

be strictly used for academic purpose and will be kept confidential. 

By: IMRAN KHAN  

(Ph.D Scholar (Management Sciences): Abasyn University, Peshawar) 
 

 

Gender:  (i)   Male     (ii)     Female 

Age:                (i) 20-25    (ii) 26-30    (iii) 31-35    (iv) 35-40    (v) above 40 

Designation: __________________________________ 

Years of Experience in current Organization: 

   (i) Less than 1  (ii) 1 – 3  (iii) 4 – 7  (iv) Above 7  

Total (overall) Experience in years:           

(i) less than 1 year (ii) 1 – 3  (iii) 4 – 7   (iv) 8 – 10       (v) Above 10  

Qualification:            

(i) Bachelor      (ii) Masters  (iii) Other(s): _________________ 

Institution’s Nature: 

(i)  Private  (ii)   Public 
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Please describe your personal views of the following statements as objectively as you can, by encircling numbers against 

each statement from the rating scale given below. 

1 
Strongly 

Disagree(S.D) 
2 Disagree (D) 3 

Neutral 

(N) 
4 Agree (A) 5 

Strongly Agree 

(S.A) 

 

 

PERFORMANCE BASED PAY 

 

  S.D D N A S.A 

PBP1 Pay increases should be based on performance 1 2 3 4 5 

PBP2 Employees should be paid more based on performance 1 2 3 4 5 

PBP3 Our pay program should be based on performance 1 2 3 4 5 

Incentives 

IN1 The amount of reward involved is not enough to demonstrate a change in 

performance in our organization. 

1 2 3 4 5 

IN2 Performance incentive scheme negatively affects team spirit, and co-operation in 

our organization. 

1 2 3 4 5 

IN3 Performance bonus incentive scheme is not successful in improving employee 

motivation 

1 2 3 4 5 

Reward (Financial & Non Financial) 

FNF1 Financial  rewards produces high quality work in our organization  1 2 3 4 5 

FNF2  Non Financial rewards produces high quality work in our organization 1 2 3 4 5 

FNF2R Financial reward scheme has no effect on my work performance 1 2 3 4 5 

FNF4R Non financial reward scheme has no effect on my work performance 1 2 3 4 5 

Bonus 

B1 Performance incentive bonus scheme contribute to more effective Teamwork 1 2 3 4 5 

B2R Performance incentive bonus negatively affect teamwork, and 

cooperation can suffer 

1 2 3 4 5 

B3 The most important thing about a job is bonus in our organization. 1 2 3 4 5 

Commission 

C1 Commission is the source that can motivate the employee in our organization 1 2 3 4 5 

C2 Commission can lead the firm to increase their sale  1 2 3 4 5 

Increment 

MP1 The increment in my organization  is based on performance  1 2 3 4 5 

MP2 Incentives can lead the job to be finished on time 1 2 3 4 5 

MP3 Incentives can  reduced the absenteeism 1 2 3 4 5 
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Salary Structure 

SS1 The salary structure in my organization is satisfactory 1 2 3 4 5 

SS2 The salary structure is based on performance 1 2 3 4 5 

SS3 The salary structure is according to the market trend 1 2 3 4 5 

    

 

Employee Work Place Behavior 

 

Organization Citizenship Behavior 

OCB1 I am invited to attend all training to enhance my skills. 1 2 3 4 5 

OCB2 I am free to show reaction in negative situation 1 2 3 4 5 

OCB3 I have to work hard in my job because of co-worker incompetent attitude. 1 2 3 4 5 

OCB4 My attendance at work is above the normal 1 2 3 4 5 

OCB5 I obey my organization rules and regulation even when no one is watching. 1 2 3 4 5 

OCB6 I do not take extra breaks during working hours 1 2 3 4 5 

Affective Commitment  

ECS1 I am not emotionally involved with this organization. 1 2 3 4 5 

ECS2R I really feel as if this organization’s problems are my own 1 2 3 4 5 

ECS3 This organization has a great deal of meaning to me 1 2 3 4 5 

ECS4 I have to work harder at my job because I find my colleague/co worker 

incompetent. 
1 2 3 4 5 

Continuance Commitment 
 

CCS1 I often think about leaving my job. 1 2 3 4 5 

CCS2 I scan news paper in search of alternative job opportunities. 1 2 3 4 5 

CCS3R My current job is satisfying my personal needs. 1 2 3 4 5 

CCS4 I feel I cannot leave this organization because few options available to me      

Normative Commitment 
 

NCS1 My loyalty to this organization is very little    1 2 3 4 5 

NCS2R I find a greater similarity between my own values and that of the organization 1 2 3 4 5 

NCS3 Jumping from organization to organization does not seem at all unethical for me 1 2 3 4 5 

Hygiene Factor 

HF1 I am proud to work for this organization because the company policy is favorable 

for its workers. 
1 2 3 4 5 

HF2 My colleagues here in this organization are helpful and friendly. 1 2 3 4 5 

HF3 The working conditions are good and safe in my organization 1 2 3 4 5 

HF4 I believe my job is secure here in this organization. 1 2 3 4 5 

HF5 My supervisors/seniors are strong and trustworthy leaders. 1 2 3 4 5 
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HF6 I believe my salary in this organization is fair and sufficient to meet my need. 1 2 3 4 5 

HF7 I feel satisfied because of the comfort I am provided at work.      

 Motivator Factors 

MF1 I feel satisfied with my job because it gives me feeling of accomplishment. 1 2 3 4 5 

MF2 My job allows me to learn new skills for career advancement. 1 2 3 4 5 

MF3 My job is challenging and exciting. 1 2 3 4 5 

MF4 I am provided with all resources to perform the task 1 2 3 4 5 

MF5 Those who do best in their jobs, have a fair chance of promotion in this 

organization. 
1 2 3 4 5 

MF6 My work/performance  is appreciated by my organization 1 2 3 4 5 

MF7 My job allows me to grow and develop being as a person. 1 2 3 4 5 

Organization Justice (Distributive Justice) 

DJ1 My work schedule in this organization is fair 1 2 3 4 5 

DJ2 I think that my level of pay is fair 1 2 3 4 5 

DJ3 I consider my work load to be quit fair 1 2 3 4 5 

DJ4 Overall, the rewards I receive here are quite fair 1 2 3 4 5 

DJ5 I feel that my job responsibilities are fair 1 2 3 4 5 

      Thank You for your feedback. 
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Annexure – B 

QUESTIONNAIRE 

(To be distributed to the management) 

This questionnaire has been designed to find out the importance of performance based pay 

(“Employee Work Place Behavior and Organizational Performance, a moderating role of 

Performance Based Pay. A case study of Banking sector & Life Insurance Company of 

Peshawar”). Your responses in this regard will be a healthy addition towards the analysis of 

the study. It is ensured that the information you provide will be strictly used for academic 

purpose and will be kept confidential. 

By: IMRAN KHAN  

(Ph.D Scholar (Management Sciences): Abasyn University, Peshawar) 
 

 

Gender:  (i)   Male      (ii)  Female 

Age:                (i) 20-25    (ii) 26-30    (iii) 31-35    (iv) 35-40    (v) above 40 

Designation: __________________________________ 

Years of Experience in current Organization: 

   (i) Less than 1  (ii) 1 – 3  (iii) 4 – 7 (iv) Above 7  

Total (overall) Experience in years:           

(i) less than 1 year (ii) 1 – 3  (iii) 4 – 7   (iv) 8 – 10       (v) Above 10  

Qualification:            

(i) Bachelor      (ii) Masters  (iii) Other(s): _________________ 

Institution’s Nature: 

(i)  Private  (ii)   Public 
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Please describe your personal views of the following statements as objectively as you can, by encircling numbers against 

each statement from the rating scale given below. 

1 
Strongly 

Disagree(S.D) 
2 Disagree (D) 3 

Neutral 

(N) 
4 Agree (A) 5 

Strongly Agree 

(S.A) 

 

Return on Assets (ROA) 

  S.D D N A S.A 

RO1 Return on assets (ROA, %) in our company is well below the industry 

average. 

1 2 3 4 5 

RO2 As the part of the management, you are satisfied with the profitability. 1 2 3 4 5 

RO3 The management try to increase their assets to get more ROA. 1 2 3 4 5 

RO4 The investors take interests in getting higher ROA. 1 2 3 4 5 

Return on Investment (ROI) 

RI1 The management is satisfied with the return getting from their investment. 1 2 3 4 5 

RI2 The investors are satisfied with ROI. 1 2 3 4 5 

RI3 The management always try to invest the funds in the risk free area. 1 2 3 4 5 

RI4 The investors are interested in getting higher return by facing higher risk. 1 2 3 4 5 

Deposits (DP) 

DP1 The customers are satisfied with the services. 1 2 3 4 5 

DP2 The profit rate is well enough in attracting customers. 1 2 3 4 5 

DP3 The profit rate is enough in getting profit for the bank. 1 2 3 4 5 

DP4 The advances should be more to get higher investment and growth. 1 2 3 4 5 

Advances(AD) 

AD1 Today, the customers are giving preference to branch locality. S.D D N A S.A 

AD2 Branch convenience is important in attracting customers. 1 2 3 4 5 

AD3 The branch network is helpful in achieving the target. 1 2 3 4 5 

AD4 The management is serious in increasing the branch network in the 

province and country. 
1 2 3 4 5 

Value(VL) 

VL1 The reputation of the bank is much higher than the starting time. 1 2 3 4 5 

VL2 The profit of the bank leads to increasing its value in the market. 1 2 3 4 5 

VL3 The ROI is the significant factor in getting more investors to the bank. 1 2 3 4 5 

VL4 The customer perceived this bank is the best. 1 2 3 4 5 

         Thank You for your feedback. 
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Annexure – C 

QUESTIONNAIRE 

(To be distributed to the management) 

This questionnaire has been designed to find out the importance of performance based pay 

(“Employee Work Place Behavior and Organizational Performance, a moderating role of 

Performance Based Pay. A case study of Banking sector & Life Insurance Company of 

Peshawar”). Your responses in this regard will be a healthy addition towards the analysis of 

the study. It is ensured that the information you provide will be strictly used for academic 

purpose and will be kept confidential. 

By: IMRAN KHAN  

(Ph.D Scholar (Management Sciences): Abasyn University, Peshawar) 
 

 

Gender:  (i)   Male      (ii)  Female 

Age:                (i) 20-25    (ii) 26-30    (iii) 31-35    (iv) 35-40    (v) above 40 

Designation: __________________________________ 

Years of Experience in current Organization: 

   (i) Less than 1  (ii) 1 – 3  (iii) 4 – 7 (iv) Above 7  

Total (overall) Experience in years:           

(i) less than 1 year (ii) 1 – 3  (iii) 4 – 7   (iv) 8 – 10       (v) Above 10  

Qualification:            

(i) Bachelor      (ii) Masters  (iii) Other(s): _________________ 

Institution’s Nature: 

(i)  Private  (ii)   Public 

Please describe your personal views of the following statements as objectively as you can, by encircling numbers against 

each statement from the rating scale given below. 
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1 
Strongly 

Disagree(S.D) 
2 Disagree (D) 3 

Neutral 

(N) 
4 Agree (A) 5 

Strongly Agree 

(S.A) 
[ 

Return on Assets (ROA) 

  S.D D N A S.A 

RO1 Return on assets (ROA, %) of our company is well below the average return of 

insurance sector. 

1 2 3 4 5 

RO2 As the part of the management, you are satisfied with the profit of the insurance 

firm. 

1 2 3 4 5 

RO3 The management tries to give best insurance policies to their customers so they get 

more profit in result of increase customer pool.  

1 2 3 4 5 

RO4 The management always updated their insurance policies for getting higher profit.  1 2 3 4 5 

Return on Investment (ROI) 

RI1 The management is satisfied with the return getting from their investment. 1 2 3 4 5 

RI2 The shareholders are satisfied with performance of the management for getting 

reasonable profit on their investment. 

1 2 3 4 5 

RI3 The management always tries to invest the funds in the risk free area. 1 2 3 4 5 

RI4 The investors are interested in getting higher return by facing higher risk. 1 2 3 4 5 

Premium on Policies 

DP1 The feedback of the customers shows that they are satisfied with the management. 1 2 3 4 5 

DP2 The premium rate of this firm is well enough in attracting more customers. 1 2 3 4 5 

DP3 The premium rate of this firm is much more attractive to other insurance firms or 

even banks 

1 2 3 4 5 

DP4 The customers are not attracting to only particular insurance policy but all policies 

are offering attractive premiums. 
1 2 3 4 5 

Accurate Knowledge of the Policies  

AD1 The sales staff are well aware that they can easily guide the customers 

even an illiterate person on their polices  
1 2 3 4 5 

AD2 The management is always supportive when the sales staff need their help  1 2 3 4 5 

AD3 The staff paid personal visits to their clients to transmit clear picture of the 

firm and their insurance policies  
1 2 3 4 5 

AD4 Breakup of premium structure are discussing with every client every 

month 
1 2 3 4 5 

Value(VL) 

VL1 The reputation of the firm is much higher than the starting time. 1 2 3 4 5 

VL2 The profit of the insurance firm leads to increasing its value in the 

insurance sector. 
1 2 3 4 5 

VL3 The premium is the significant factor in getting more customers. 1 2 3 4 5 

VL4 The customer perceived this insurance firm is the best. 1 2 3 4 5 

         Thank You for your feedback. 
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Appendix – A 
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Appendix - B 

 
Public Sector Banks  

S.No 
Bank/Branch Name 

Branch 

Code 

Manager/Operation 

Manager Name 
Contact/Address 

1 
Bank of Khyber Head Office Shams Ul Qamar 

Saddar 

091-5275117 

2 National Bank of 

Pakistan 

Regional 

Office 

Muhammad Atlas (EVP) 

Sohail Ahmad (SVP) HR 

Exec. 

Roman (AVP) HR Manager 

Peshawar Cantt. 

091-9211630 

0332-2446606 

0333-9184461 

 
Private Sector Banks  

1 
Allied Bank Limited 0309 Syed Ashraf H. Shah 

Gulbahar 

091-2260503 

2 
Bank Alfalah 0299 Naveed Elahi 

Bangash Plaza, 

University Road 

091-5843706 

3 
HBL 0959 Bilal Ahmad 

Super Market 

Cantonment Plaza 

091-5278896 

4 
Meezan Bank 0704 Muhammad Naeem Malik 

G.T. Road 

091-2612023 

5 
MCB 1123 Irfan Khan 

Charsada Road 

091-5243908 

6 
NIB Bank 10146 Muhammad Ali Khan 

Phase 5, Hayatabad Town 

0300-5889550 

 
Life Insurance Firms  

1 
State Life Insurance Saddar 

Shamshad Akthar 

Abdur Rehman 

The Mall, Cantt, 

Peshawar 

091-111555888  

091- 9211576 

2 
EFU Life Insurance 

University 

Road 
Farman Ali Afridi 

Azam Tower, Arbab 

Road Peshawar, 2nd Floor 

091-585292 
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Appendix - C 

List of Staff 

 Public Sector Banks  

S.No Bank/Branch Name 
Branch 

Code 

Manager/Operation Manager 

Name 
Contact/Address 

1 National Bank of Pakistan 
Regional 

Office 

Muhammad Atlas (EVP) 

Sohail Ahmad (SVP) HR Exec. 

Roman HR Manager 

Peshawar Cantt. 

091-9211630 

0332-2446606 

0333-9184461 

2 National Bank of Pakistan 0388 Shehzad Yaqoob 

University of 

Peshawar 

091-9218216 

1.  National Bank of Pakistan 1510 Javed Iqbal 
Mirch mandi 

091-5243009 

2.  National Bank of Pakistan 1759 Waqar Ahmad 
Ph-5, Hayatabad 

091-9217119 

3.  National Bank of Pakistan 1859 Azaz Shah (AVP) 
Saddar Road 

091-9212500 

4.  Bank of Khyber 
Head 

Office 
Shams Ul Qamar 

Saddar 

091-5275117 

5.  Bank of Khyber 0155 
Akhunzada Tahmeed Ahmad 

 

Arbab Market, 

Ring Road 

091-2322815 

6.  Bank of Khyber 0013 Muhammad Rizwan 
Saddar Road 

0300-5886003 

7.  Bank of Khyber 0101 Muhammad Asif 

Royal Plaza 

Karkanu 

0321-5572785 

8.  Bank of Khyber 0073 Waheed Ud Din 

Nawa Plaza, 

Dalazak Road 

091-2608216 

     

 Private Banks  

1.  Allied Bank Limited 0600 Ahmad Hussain 

Charsada Road 

Near Eid Gah 

091-5244046 

2.  Allied Bank Limited 0319 M. Tahir Mursaleen (BDM) 
Kohat Road 

091-2322363 

3.  Alied Bank Limited 0305 Irshad Ali Yaftali (BDM) 
Cantt Branch 

091-5278114 

4.  Allied Bank Limited 0736 Muhammad Hussain 
Truch Stand Haji 

Camp 
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091-2260289 

5.  Allied Bank Limited 0309 Syed Ashraf H. Shah 
Gulbahar 

091-2260503 

6.  Bank Alfalah 0299 Naveed Elahi 

Bangash Plaza, 

University Road 

091-5843706 

7.  Bank Alfalah 5585 Saud Ur Rehman 

PDA Building, 

Ph-5, Hayatabad 

091-5828140 

8.  Bank Alfalah 0255 Muhammad Faisal 
Charsada Road, 

091-2582304-5 

9.  Bank Alfalah 5596 Anwar Aziz 
Gulbahar 

091-2591520 

10.  HBL 1113 Masood Khalid 
Ph-5 Hayatabad 

091-5822018 

11.  HBL 1181 Asim Nisar 

Aurakzai Plaza, 

G.T. Road 

091-2590623 

12.  
 

HBL 1487 Shahid 

Agriculture, 

University of 

Peshawar 

091-5701558 

13.  HBL 0090 Noman Javed Mughal 

Dabgari Gate 

Branch 

091-2212319 

14.  MCB 1123 Irfan Khan 
Charsada Road 

091-5243908 

15.  MCB 0277 Wasif Ullah Khan 
Peshawar Cantt 

091-5277324 

16.  MCB 1448 Abdul Wasae Samad 

Phase 5, 

Hayatabad Town 

091-5816198 

17.  MCB 1275 S. Khalid Shah 
Gulbahar  

091-2584802 

18.  Meezan Bank 0704 Muhammad Naeem Malik 
G.T. Road 

091-2612023 

19.  Meezan Bank 0707 Abdur Rehman 
Charsada Road 

091-5243788 

20.  Meezan Bank 0711 Mian Yasir Shah Kaka Khel 
Dalazak Road 

091-2245906 

21.  Meezan Bank 0703 Imran Mobeen Shinwari 
Karkhano Market 

091-5893477 

22.  NIB Bank 10148 Muhammad Naveed Khan 

University Road 

Peshawar 

091-5851527 
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23.  NIB Bank 10146 Muhammad Ali Khan 

Phase 5, 

Hayatabad Town 

0300-5889550 

24.  NIB Bank 10145 Saif Ul Geer Afridi 

17/20 

Cantonment Plaza 

Fakhr-e- Alam 

Road Peshawar 

Cantt. 

091-5273633 

 Life Insurance Companies  

1.  State Life Insurance 
State Life 

Building  

Shamshad Akthar 

Abdur Rehman 

The Mall, Cantt, 

Peshawar 

091-111555888  

091- 9211576 

2.  EFU Life Insurance 
University 

Road 
Farman Ali Afridi 

Azam Tower, 

Arbab Road 

Peshawar, 2nd 

Floor 

091-

585292,5846120 

 


